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I  SHALL  be  cenfurcd  by  many  perfons  for 
taking  this  public  notice  of  an  anonymous^ 
and  efpecially  a  ferioJUal  publication  y  and  what 
I  hope  to  ihcw  is,  indeed,  in  itftflf,  unworthy  of 
anv  notice.  But  a  wife  man  will  confider  things 
not  fo  much  as  they  are  in  thcmfclvcs,  as  ac- 
cording to  their  power  of  doing  good  or  harm. 
Now  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  Monthly  Re^ 
vieiv  is,  in  general,  a  refpeftable  publication  of 
its  kind ;  and  from  the  credit  which  it  has  ac- 
quired it  has  conliderable.  infiueoce  ;  fo  that  as 
nothing  is  exempt  from  .piaufibfe'  mU-fepi^fch- 
tation,  any  writer  has  it  in  his;  povycr,:  with  this 
advantage,  materially  to  hurt  -  the  ■  credit,  and 
impede  the  fale  of  the  ^  mcift  •  valuable/  pro- 
dudlions. 

I  am  fenfible  that  a  writer  befl  confults  his 
dignity  by  keeping  filence  on  thefe  occafions, 
and  his  regard  for  truth  may  be  fatisfied  by 
correcting  in  a  fubfequent  edition  the  errors  of 
a  former  one.  But  my  objeft,  I  hope,  is  not 
reputation  (I  write  a  great  deal  too  much  for 
that)  but  the  careful  inveftigation,  and  the  moft 
cfFedlual  propagation  of  truth ;  and  for  this  pur- 
j  pofe,  I  am  willing  to  lay  hold  of  every  fair  op- 
portunity of  bringing  it  again  and  again  before 
the  public, 
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I  fliall  even  rejoice  in  my  own  miftakes  and 
overfights,  if  they  fhould  be  the  means  of  draw- 
ing more  attention  to  any  valuable  fubjcift  of 
inquiry.  Every  perfon.who  writes  on  any  fide 
of  the  queftion  helps  to  keep  up  that  attention, 
and  by  this  means  the  truth  will.  In  the  end, 
be  a  gainer.  This,  however,  is  the  firft,  and  it 
will  probably  be  the  laft  time  that  (if  1  be  now 
doing  wrong)  I  fliall  ofFcnd  in  this  w^y- 

I  have  not  been  without  limilar  provocation 
to  take  the  fame  method  of  redrefs  before  :  but 
befidcs  that  the  objcds  were  of  lefs  confcqucnce, 
the  flow  but  fure  decifion  of  time  (nocwithftand- 
iog  the  Reviewer  had  the  advantage  of  the 
popular  cjapipm'  agaiuft  me)  has  done  me  fuf- 
fiw»i  •j?^ceV-.M)i  i^ftoty  of  the  Corruptions  of 
dt/'riftifiaify  iicio^^an  my  own  opinion,  as  well  as 
that  of.rfty.fr*(5WSj*of  more  value  th^i  moft  of 
my  otbdc:  fi\i6llijfiitORS,  this  piece  of  juftice  was 
thought'  fo  be'  clue  to  it  in  preference  to  any  of 
tTie  left;  and  the  knowledge  and  ability  of  the 
prefent  Reviewer  makes  him  a  much  more  formi- 
dable, and  therefore  a  more  refpc£table  antagonif^. 

The  manner  in  which  this  review  of  my  work 
is  conducted,  muft  ncccflarily  give  a  very  unfa- 
vourable idea  of  it  to  thofe  who  have  no  other 
fource  of  information  concerning  it.  They  muft 
think  it  to  be  not  only  full  of  the  grofleft  blun- 
ders, but  even  calculated  to  deceive  the  reader. 
It  is,  moreover,  written  in  a  tone  that  cannot  fail  i 
to  jmpofe  upon  many.     I  know  that  it  has  done  J 
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fOiaDd  I  am  likewife  well  aware  that  the  injury  I 
have  received  does  not  admit  of  any  adequate  rc- 
drcfs;  fincc  for  one  perfon  who  will  fee  my  de- 
fence, a  hundred  will  fee   the  accufation  only. 
But  I  fliall  have  done  my  duty  with  refpeft  to  the 
public,  and  to  a  work  that  was  fincerely  intended 
to  be  ufeful  to  them,  by  endeavouring  to  exhibit 
tothe/irw  to  whom  I  may  have  accefs,  how  little 
there  fometimes  is  in  the  mod  fpecious  and  the 
moft  arrogant  reviews  of  books.     This  may  alfo 
put  them  on  their  guard  with  refpedt  to  fimilar 
reviews  of  other  works  ;  and  the  judgment  of  the 
impartial /rw  may,  at  length,  influence  the  left 
difcerning  many. 

My  criticifer,  feeling  thf5  &d^an tage  of  his-Otu- 
ation,  may  avail  himfelf  6f  it;  arid  r^ply  in  'the 
fame  plaufible  and  infufficieiic  rrlanneu.  How- 
ever, having  done  thus  muchy  I  thinlc'l^may  be 
cxcufed  from  proceeding  any  '"artherlft  this*  way  ; 
and  for  the  future  content  myfelf  with  correfting 
any  real  overfights  which  this,  or  any  other  wri- 
ter, fliall  convince  me  that  I  have  made.  This 
I  fhall  certainly  do  the  firlt  proper  opportunity  ; 
and  for  this,  I  am  confident,  the  public,  beforfe 
whom  I  fay  it,  will  give  me  credit. 

As  I  make  this  remonftrance  under  fo  great 
difadvantage,  I  think  I  may  require,  that  if  my 
critic  fhould  not  chufc  to  meet  me  on  even 
ground,  that  is,  in  a  feparate  pamphlet,  he 
ihould^   at  leaft,  give  his  name  i  and  indeed  he 
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has  virtually  engaged  to  do  fo,  by  faying  \,  "  I: 
*'  Dr.  Prieftley  can  fairly  acquit  himfclf  of  everj 
*•  charge  of  mif-conftruAion,  and  miftake,  w< 
"  will  acknowledge  the  injuftice  of  thefe  ani 
*•  madverfions.  And  if  we  are  convifted  o 
"  mif-conftruftion,  mif-reprefentation,  or  mif 
**  take,  we  will  ki/s  the  rod."  For  it  is  quib- 
ling  with  the  public  to  talk  of  kiffing  the  rod 
and  at  the  fame  time  intending  to  remain  an^ 
onymous.  And  I  think  he  will  hardly  fay 
after  reading  my  reply,  and  recrimination,  thai 
he  has  been  guilty  of  no  mifconftruAion,  no  mif 
reprefentation,  «o  miftake ;  not  to  fay  that  exag 
geration  of  real  errors  requires  acknowledgment 
as  well  as  mifrcprcfentations  and  miftakes.  Ii 
al)  ,thFfe.rc^<^>:  I-.c^lenge  my  critic  to  be  a 
ingeiiBoiis>s  ifiyfotil'*  • 

It  m^,Wf^*that  1  ought,  at  leaft,  to  havi 
■waited.' tjil'fhff;fc«c»  of  my  work  was  clofed 
But  I  do  not  know  when  that  will  be ;  and  be 
fides  the  Reviewer  has  faid  $,  "  We  (hall,  in  ar 
**  other  article,  give  a  general  review  of  Dr 
"  Pricftlcy's  work,  and  leave  animadverfions  t 
"  others."  I  chufe,  therefore  according  to  thi 
good  old  adage  (of  which  I  am  fcldom  unmind 
ful)  not  to  leave  that  to  the  morrow  which  ma 
as  well  be  done  to  day. 

What  I  advance  in  this  publication  is  mcrel 
in  my  own  defence,  and  without  the  leaft  intci 
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tito  of  Intftiiig  liK  Mbnthlf  Review.  But  t 
nDftobIcrve,iii.geAenl,  thai  repeited  mifivpre- 
finuions  of  noriu  tawfakh  the  public  0iill  hen- 
■  ifat  liibcm  ltd  hKiii^  nocwithftaoding  ftich  at- 
Unpti  to  cnrcrbokT  i^  ,«iU  ncceflimlf  bring  an^ 
pabBouion  of  the  kind  into  diTcret^t  with  men 
of  ftnle  ud  cudour. 

I  mil  venture  to  lay  that  no  work  of  any  extent 
Inil  bear  u>  be  treated  aa  this  of  mioe  has  been* 
via.  bycriiibiting  ia  foppc^ed  dcfedB  cnty,  with- 
•oc  meaiifMfiiig  any  one  thing  with  refpeft  to  it» 
*ijeS,  or  outMtim,  that  is  praileworthyj  or  even 
right.  Had  ihy  Hifiory  of  EleSritity  been  re- 
viewed in  the  fame  captious  manner,  it  might 
have  been  with  the  fame  effeft.  I  do  not  charge 
this  writer  with  any  want  of  learning  or  ability. 
In  thofe  refpe^ls  he  may  be  much  my  fuperior> 
but  with  a  want  of  that  candour  without  which 
there  can  be  no  true  judgment  of  the  real  value 
of  any  work  of  man.  And  we  have  no  angels  ei- 
ther to  write  books,  or  to  review  them. 

The  reader  will  alfo,  I  hope,  confider,  that  over- 
fights  and  millakes  which  are  venial  in  the  com- 
piler of  a  large  fyftematical  work,  arc  unpardon- 
able in  one  who  voluntarily  fteps  forth  with  no 
other  view  than  to  criticife  and  difcredit  it. 

This  bufincfs  will  not,    I  hope,    be  without 

feme  advantage  i  as  befidcs  the  Additional  Obfer- 

vatiens.k  has  led  nie  to  make,  relating  to  the 

ftate  of  antient  opinions  concerning  the  perfon  of 

Chrift 
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Chrift  in  this  pamphlet  (and  to  which  what  therd 
is  in  it  relating  to  niyfelf,  and  my  own  juft  de- 
fcnce>  bears  but  a  fmall  proportion)  it  may  lead 
to  a  fuller  difcuflion  of  the  fubjed:.  And  I  now 
profefs,  that  in  the  fame  full  and  friendly  man- 
ner in  which  I  engaged  with  Dr.  Price  on  the 
fubjefts  of  Materialijm  and  Neceffityy  and  with  the 
Bi(hop  of  Waterford,  on  that  of  the  Duration  of 
€ur  Saviours  tniniftrjj  I  am  ready  to  enter,  with 
any  perfon  of  learning  and  ability,  upon  the  dif. 
cuflion  oi  the  fiat e  of  opinions  concerning  Chrifty  an^ 
tecedent  to  the  council  of  Nice.  My  prefent  ideas 
on  the  fubjeft  arc  clearly  expreffed,  p.  34  of 
this  pamphlet;  but  I  fhall  be  ready  to  retraft 
whatever  I  fhall  be  proved  to  have  advanced  too 
haftily  and  inconfiderately,  and  I  will  heartily 
join  with  my  opponent  in  fearching  it  to  the 
bottom.  I  wifli  only  for  a  fair  and  generous  an- 
tagonift ;  and  this  for  the  fake  of  keeping  clofc 
to  the  ferious  argument,  in  which  ajonc  the  pub- 
lic is  intereiled. 

I  confider  this  kind  of  controverfial  writing: 
as  of  Angular  ufe,  and  I  refleft  upon  my  for- 
mer publications  of  this  kind  with  much  fatis- 
faftion,  as  containing  as  free  and  as  full  a  dif- 
cuflion of  feveral  important  fubjeds  as  was  ever 
given  to  the  public. 

I  am  the  more  at  liberty  for  this  inveftrga- 
tion  as  Mr.  Gibbon  has  abfolutely  declined  to 
difcufs  with  me,  as  I  propofed  to  him,  the  ij/^ 
torical  evidences  of  Cbrifiianity  :  aod  bifliop  Hurd 

has 
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Jus  Aor  thought  proper  to  take  any  notice  what<- 
tHr  of  what  I  addreflcd  to  him  on  the  fubjeft 
^tbc  itfthnation  of  ch(rt-ch  ^atlififmaU^^ ' 


.  i 

J* 

»-■■ . 


■  ^  • 


3  .As  L-iiad  it  ,ha$  been   fuppofedt  tx^di  to 

pre]udice»  that  in  my  late  fituatton  I  was 

a  party  writer^   I  fliall   take  this 

of-  faying)  that  I  never  wrote   a 

itxcA  |NnQphlec»  or  a  political  paragsaph  all 

e  time  that  that  connection  fubfifted^  nor  was 

ever  re^ueftcd  fo  to  do.  *  It' would  have  been 

iwiatioft  of  the  moft  efleritiifl  article  on  which 

don  was  formed.  How^  or  i»by^ 
H  way  diflblvcd,  about -vrhich  there  have  been 
many  furmifeS)  concerns  no  perfons  but  the 
parties  themfelves, 

Birmingbamj  July  21,  1783, 
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CORRECTIONS  wd  ADDITIONS,  fte. 

HAVING  given  tlic  bcft  atteatim  that  I  cm  to  Aa 
iefcnl  fenurks  wUck  have  been  apd#  os  tUa 
r,  I  lunre  not  yet  feea  uf- realba  to  make  adn  than 
feBowing  €§rr9Sims  and  mddiiimu.  It  will  bt  eafity 
that  thejr  aze  rather  Yavoarable  than  nnfavonr- 
ao  my  principal  objeA,  Had  I .  been  conrlooed  of 
other  ovcifight.  I  Aoold  mhthofiunefcadindijluifo 
the  ncceflaiy  alteratioai. 

V  O  L.      L 
ti  7j  I.  ii^Afker  Nmuirmm,  read,  and  it  anajr  be  infirred 
from  Origen»  Epij^uniotj  and  EnH^ot,  te. 
j^.  I9«  L  z»  After  ewTMpud,  add,  and  at  thcfe  aatient  Uni- 

tarianr  are  called. ASritfiT  (common  and  igno* 
Tint  people)  hf  T'ertnllian,  it  it  more  wu 
feral  to  k>ok  Ibr  trntiettt  opinboa^  aflumg 
Aem,  than  among  the  learned,  who  am 
more  apt  to  innovate. 
'•  ip,  L  6,  For  Sacceflbr,  read  Predecefibr. 

L  lo.  Read,  Joftin  Mart]rr,  and  Clemens,  in  whofe 
iecond  and  iporions  epiftle  only  it  it  to  be 
found,  and  the  oMeitm  fymu,  not  now  ex« 
tant,  bat  in  which,  being  poetical  compo- 
fitions,  divinity  was  probably  afcribed  to 
him  in  ibme  figurative  and  qualified  fenfe. 
P.  55,  L  ll«  For  zgnatfart^  read  the  greater  fmrt.    N.  B. 

This  (hews  that  the  greater  part  of  chrift- 
ians  in  the  time  of  Tertallian  were  Unita- 
rians, and  exceedingly  averie  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity. 
lb.  1.    15,  Dele,  the  pre^exiflence  of  Chrift 
lb.  1.  26,    Dele,  is  not  quoted  by  Irenaeus,  and 
P.  ai6, 1. 11,  For  oirr  L&rd,  read  th  Lord. 

VOL.  11. 

P.  11,1.  10,  Read,  In  this  age  die  table  on  which  it  was 

celebrated  was  called  the  myfHcal  table,  and 

Theophilus,  to  whom  Jerom  (if  the  epiftle  be 

genuine)  writes,  fays  that  the  very  utenlils,  ice. 

I  (hall  be  thankful  for  the  notice  of  any  other  overiight. 

which,  in  a  work  of  this  extent,  I  did  not  e xped  to 

cfeape.     Se^  preface,  P.  to.     For  this  laftcoare6^xonI  am 

0bliged  to  the  writer  of  the  Critical  Review. 


i 


A    CATALOGUE    of  BOOKS,      i 


"4 

4 


WRITTEN       BY 

JOSEPH  PRIESTLEY,  LL.D.  RR.S, 

AND       PRINTED       FOR  ] 

J.  JOHNSON,  Bookseller,  at  No.  72,  St.  Paul's^ 

Church  Yard,  London. 


j.fX^HE  HISTORY  and  Present  State  of  EtECTEiciTTywith    \ 
X   original  Experiments,  Illuftrated  with  Copper.plates,4th  EditioOy 

correAed  and  enlarged,  4(0.  il.  is.  ANOTHER  EditioDf  »  vols.  Svcy 
12s.  bounfL 
a.  A  Familiar  Introduction  to  the  Study  of  Electricitt^  4t|| 

Edition,  8vo.  2S  6d. 
3.  The  HiAory  and  Prefent  State  of  Difcoveries  relating  to  VitioK^ 

JLiGHT,  and  CoLouas,  2Vols.4to.  lUuArated  with  a  great  Number  of 

Copper-plates,  il.  us.  6d.  in  boards,  il.  i8s.  bound. 
^*  A  Familiar  Introdudion  to  the  Theory  and  Fradlice  of  PerfpediTe^ 

with  Copper  plates,  2d  Edit.  5s.  in  boards.  6s  bound. 

5.  EzrsEiMENTs  and  Obfcrvations  rn  different  Kinds  of  AiTf  ^d^ 
Copper-plates,  3  vols.  Svo.  i8s.  in  boards,  il.  is.  hound. 
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IN    TRODUCTION. 

IN  the  preface  to  my  late  Ilijiery  cf  the 
CorruftiiHS  of  Cbrtfiianitji  I  obfcrvcd  •, 
that  "  in  a  fubjeft  fo  copious  as  this,  I 
"  am  far  from  fuppofing  ic  probable  that  I  have 
"  made  no  miftakes,  nocwithftanding  I  have  iifcd 
**  all  the  core  and  precaution  chat  I  could.  If  any 
**  fuch  be  pcwnted  out  to  me,  whether  it  be 
"  by  a  friend  or  an  enemy,  I  Ihall  be  glad  to 
"  avail  myfelf  of  the  intimation,  in  cafe  there 
*'  ihould  be  a  demand  for  a  fjcond  edition." 

I  now  fit  down  to  fulfil  this  promife,  even 
before  that  demand  be  made,  that  I  may  give 
the  earlieft  proof  of  my  attachment  to  truth, 
and  of  my  readincfs  to  corre.fl  any  ovcrfight 
that  I  may  have  been  guilty  of.  Bu:  thofc 
which  I  have  hitherto  been  convinced  of 
arc  {o  very  fewj  and  fo  very  inconfider- 
ab'e  (not  in  the  lead  atfcfting  my  main  objett, 
or  any  one  portion  or  argument  of  moment  tn 
it )  that  this  early  appearance  before  the 
public  requires  an  apology,  and  this  is 
two  -  fold  :  firft,  to  anfwer  fome  plaufi- 
ble  charges  of  much  greater  errors  and  rmpcr- 
fevtions,  but  chiefly  to  take  this  opportunity 
of  advancing  fome  additional  ohjcr-cations  in  fiip- 
port  of  one  principal  objed  in  my  work ;  which 
v.as  to  produce  evidence  in  favour  of  the  doc- 
•  Page  :o, 
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trine  of    the   proper    and   fimple    humanity  ol(l 
Chrift    having  been  the  original  belief  of-  b 
the  Jewifli  and  Gentile  churches. 

After  in  introdmftion  calculated  to'  turn 
attempt  into  ridicule,  the  writer  of  the  Muni 
Review  for  June  17S3,  fays,  "  Dr.  PrieftI 
*'  own  fentimenrs  on  this  fubjeft","  (meaning 
Socinian  * )  "  are  well  known,  and  if 
**  ticion  could  enforce  conviction,  he 
**  long  ere  now,  have  feen  the  wifii 
"  his  heart  accomplillied."  I  do  own  that 
have  no  wilh  '  nearer  to  mj'  heart  than 
this,  arifing  from  the  fuUeft  pcrfuafion,  th»t> 
fuch,  aad  fuch  only,  is  the  dodtrine  of  tlie  fcdp^ 
tures  concerning  Chrift;  that  every  rhiiig^  tna|j| 
has  been  added  to  the  primitive  idea  of  tbfC 
nature  of  ChriR,  has  been  derived  from  the  valOi 
imaginations  of  fpecuiative  but  inconfiderao^ 
men ;  who  did  not  refle(5t  that  the  proper  giory^ 
of  Chrift  is  his  being  the  mcflcnger  of  God^ 
fpeaking  and  acting  by  him  s  and  who  by  giv-? 
ing  him  a  divine  and  fupcr-angelic  nature,  have 
raifcd  fuch  difficulties  to  the  reception  of  tlift 
gofpel  by  Jews,  Mahometans,  and  Heachcrui,( 
as  can  never  be  removed  but  by  going  back 
to  the  primitive  faith  on  this  fubjeft, 

Difagreeable  as  this    publication  ma&,   frot 
the  nature  of  it,   be   to   me,  I  rejoice  tliat 
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jgivci  mc  another  opportunity  of  bearing  my 
ieftimony  to  the  great  ai;d  important  truth  of 
the  proper  humanity  of  Chrifl,  commonly  call- 
ed Socinianifm>  though  I  am  far  from  confider-- 
ing  myfelf  as  being  what  this  writer  calls  me> 
Bs  great  advocate.  There  is  another  perfoa 
Hho.  has  borne  a  very  different,  and  a  much 
»re  powerful  kind  of  teftimony  to  it,  than  any 
tiiat  I  have  done ;  and  on  this  account  I  fhall 
always  honor  him  as  the  firji  Socinian^  and  I 
will  add  one  of  the  firjl  Cbriftians^  of  this  age 
and  country. 

I  AaJI  now  proceed  to  mention  all  the  miC* 
takes  with  which  I  have  been  charged,  and  (hall 
Irith  great  frankncfs  plead  guilty  wherever  I  dd 
not  feel  myfelf  innocent. 


SECTION 
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Of  the  Nazarenes,  Ebionitesy  and  Alogi. 

AM  told*,  that  *«  Toland,  the  infidel,  la 
"  his.  Nazarintis  (  fo  well  anfwered  by 
**  Moftieini)  has  laboured,  to  prove  that  the  Na- 
"  zarenes  and  Ebionites  were  the  fame  clafs  of 

chriftians,  and  the  true  original  believers  ia 

Jefus". 


tt 


ft 


This  piece  of  Toland's  I  do  not  recollcft  to 
karc  fccn,  nor  have  I  ever  met  with  Molhcim's 
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ahlwer  to  it;   but  the  opinion  of  Mr.  To!and 
thu  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites  were  the  fame 
people,    is   maincained  by  Le   Clerc  and  other 
eminent  critics>  fo  that  few  perfons  at  this  time, 
have,  1  believe,  much  doubt  on  the  fubjeft.    Ic 
muft,  I  think,  be  right  for  this  obvious  reafon, 
viz.  that  their  peculiar  opinions  are  reprefented 
by  the  moft  refpcdable  authorities  as  the  very-' 
fame;  only  feme  have  thought  that  the  Naza-  ; 
renes  believed  the   miraculous  conception,  and   ' 
the  Ebionites  not.      But  Epiphanius  fays*,  he 
does  not  know  whether  the  Nazarencs  believed 
Chrift  to.  be  a  mere   man,  or  to    have   had  a 
miraculous  conception ;  and  the  Ebionites  are 
exprefsly  dcfcrilsed  both  by  Origen  and  EufebiujT 
as  confrfting  of  two  forts,  one  of  which  held 
that  Chrift  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph  and  Mary,  and 
the  other  that  his  conception  was  miraculousf. 
Epiphanius    alfo  exprefsly  fays  J,  that    Ebion, 
(whom    \\i    took    to    be    the     father   of  the 
Ebionites)   held    the    fame    opinion  with    the.. 
Nazarenes.    I  alfo  think  it  may  be  clearly  in-,* 
fcrred   from  Jerom's  Epiftle  to  Aijftin^,  thajl* 
the  Ebionites,  the   Minei,  and  the  Nteiartnes^ 
y/ert  all  the  fame  people;  r 

How    then    have  I   been  fo  "  precipitate,", 
as    this    writer    fays  I   have    been,   "  in  con-'. 

•  Hxr.  ag.  Sec.  7,  Opera,  vol.  i,  p.  123. 
+  Sec  Origen  contra  Celfum,  Jib.  5,  p.  zyz.'    In  Maft, '«, 
Traft.  13,  Cap.  ao,  Opera,  vol.  z,  p.  88.    Enfcbii  Hill.  5' 
Ecclef.  lib.  3,  Cap.  t-j,  p.  lai.  '■"H 

J  Harr.  30,  Seft.  I,  vbl.   1,  p.  laj. 
i  £p.  S9,  Tom.  I,  p.  634,  .  { 
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^eluding  that  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebionites 
*f  were  the  fame  people?"  He  fays,  "  we  have 
^'  ftrong  rcafon  to  fuppofe  that  the  early  mcm- 
^*  bers  of  both  fefts  differed  confiderably  in 
**  articles  of  faith/'  I  can  only  fay  that  I 
0iould  be  glad  ,to  fee^  and  have  ar\  oppor- 
tunity of  exaoiiningy  this  firong  reafouj, 

This  writer  wifbes  to  know  in  what  part 
pf  Origcn's  worka  I  find  any  mention  of  the 
Nazarenes.  I  anfwcr  that  as^  he  defcribes  the 
opinions  of  the  Ebionites  as  being  the  f^rae 
with  thofc  which  others  afcribe  to  the  Naza- 
renes, he  fufficiently  appears  to  have  had  no 
idea  of  anv  difference  between  them;  but  I 
own  I  expreflfed  myfelf  rather  incorrefl;ly,  when 
I  faid  he  acknowledged  that  there  was  no  dif- 
ference between  thenri,  Tillemont  fays,  that 
Origen  feems  to  have  confounded  the  two 
feiSb  §,  fo  that  his  expreffion  is  pretty  nearly 
the  fame  with    my  own. 

No  perfon,  I  think,  can  refledt  upon  this 
fubjeft  with  proper  ferioufnefs,  without  thinking 
it  a  little  extraordinary,  that  the  Jewifh  chriftians, 
in  fo  early  an  age  as  they  are  fpoken  of,  fliould 
be  acknpwledged  to  believe  nothing  either  of 
the  divinity,  or  even  of  the  pre-cxiftencc  of 
Chrift,  if  either  of  thofe  doftrincs  had  been 
taught   them   by   the   apoftles.     Could   they  fo 

§  Memoires,  vol.  4,  p.  192^ 
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ihon  have  dfferted  fo  important  an  article  of 
their  faith,  and  fo  lately  delivered  to  the  Saints  i 
and,  having  once  believed  Chrift  to  be  either 
the  fiipreme  God,  or  a  fupcr-angelic  fpiri,t, 
have,  contrary  to  the  general  ^iropenfiiy  of  hu- 
man nature,  which  has  always  brcn  to  aggran- 
dize, rather  than  to  degrade  a  Lord  and  Maf- 
ter  (  bccaiife  it  l^  in  faft,  to  aggrandize 
■themfelvcs)  come  fo  generatiy,  if  not  uni- 
vcrfaliy,  to  believe  hitn  to  be"  nothing  more 
than  a  n.ere  man,  and  even  chc  Son  of  Jofeph 
and  Maiy  ? 

That  the  jUtgi  were  thofc  Gentiles  who  held 
the  fame  tenets  with  rheEbionites,  or  Naza- 
rcnes,  among  the  Jews,  is  univerially  aeknow- 
ledged.  Athanafius  reprefents  all  ibe  Jewifti 
believers  as  having  held  that  Chrift  'was  only 
a  man,  and  fays  that  they  drew  the  Gen- 
tiles into  the  fame  opinion ;  and  this  is  men- 
tioned by  him  not  in  controyerfy,  but  in- 
cidentally, though  very  much  ^t  Urge.  It  is, 
therefore,  the  more  worthy  of  credit  j  and 
efpccially  as  he  himfelf  docs  not  feem  to 
have  been  aware  of  the  very  obvious  infer- 
rence  that  may  be  drawn  from  his  conceffion. 
Accordingly,  it  is  not  denied  that  thefc  /tlogt 
Were  confidered  as  part  of  the  body  of  Gen- 
tile chriftians,  without  having  ever  been  ex- 
communicated i  fo  that  it  is  plain  that  they 
were  not  deemed  hcrctlfs.  A  heretic  the  a- 
pofUq 
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pofHe  Paul  fays  §,  was  to  be  rejeSei  after  tht 
fafi  and  Jeeond  ^^mitien,  and  the  early  chrift- 
ians  were  but  too  ready  to  ufe,  and  to  ex- 
tend, any  diiedion  cX  this  kind. 

Let  any  pcribn  at  all  acquainted  with  the  eager 
contentious  fpiritofthofe  times,  and  particularly 
the  attention  that  was  univerially  given  to  every 
thing  that  favored  of  bere/y,  think,  whether  it  be 
at  all  probable,  that  if  the  majority  of  chriftians 
in  thofe  days  had  held  the.doftrine  of  the  di- 
vinity, or  fupcr-angelic  nature  of  Chrift,  they 
would  have  fuRercd  to  continue  in  commu- 
nion with  them,  perfons  who  openly  denied 
thole  favourite  do£trine&,  and  whofe  rife  and 
progre(s  they  could  eafily  trace.     On  the  con- 

JMiy,  thcfe  early  Unitarian  chriftians  were  not 
only  tolerated,  but  we  find  them  mentioned 
with  rcfpeft,  and  even  apologies  arc  made  to 

I  them  by  thofe  who  held  the  doftrine  of  the 
Trinity  J  which  appears  to  have  fhockcd  tlicfe 
Unitarians  very  much.  But  the  generality  of 
thefc  Unitarians  were  what  Tcrtullian  calls  Jtiiottf 
laiUarned,  and  therefore  we  have  none  of  their 
complaints  from  thcmfelv^:;. 
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SECTION       IT. 
Of  the-  inference  from  Hegefippus,, 

I  HAVE  inferred  from  the  filencc  of  Hegc- 
fippufi  with  refpe^l  to  the  Nazarenes  or  £bi- 
onites,  in  his  lift  of  heretics,  that  he,  being  a 
•  Jewifh  chriftian,  was  one  of  thenn  j  and  this 
is  afcribed  by  my  critic  fj  ^°  my  "  sfo/ 
*'  to  fupport  a  fyfitm  at  all  baxards."  This 
however,  I  cannot  help  thinking  to  be  highly 
probable.  He,  being  a  Jewifh  chriftian  hini- 
felf,  could  not  but  be  well  acquainted  with 
the  prevailing  opinions  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians, 
the  moft  confpicuous  of  which, ,  it  cannot  be 
denied,  was  the  opinion  of  Cliiif^-  being  a 
mere  man.  Now,  can  it  be  fuppofid  that  if 
he  himfelf  had  been  lyhat  is  now  called  an 
orthodox  chriftian,  that  is  a  Trinitarian,  or  even 
an  Arian,  he  would  have  wholly  omitted  the 
mention  of  the  Ebionit'cs  m  any  pretend- 
ed lift  of  heretics  of  his  time,  had  it  been 
ever  fo  fbort  a  one,  and  this  confifts  of 
,no  lefs  then  eleven  articles  ?  Alfo,  can  it 
be  fuppofed  that  Eufebius,  who  fpeaks  of  the 
Eb'ionrtes  with  fo  much  hatred  and  contempt, 
would  have  omitted  to  copy  this  article  if  it 
had  been  in  the  lift  j  and  yet  my  critic  fays, 
*'  how  do  we  know  that   the   Ebionites  were 
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"  omitted  ?"  Their  not  being  infcrtcd  in  the 
1}&  bv  fuch  a  perfon  as  Eufebius,  muft,  I  think> 
iarisfy  any  perfon,  who  has  no  fyftem  to  fup- 
port,  with  refpea  tatliis  article.  A  ftronger  ncgv 
rive  argument  can  hardly  be  imagined.  As  to 
Hegcfippus  himfcif,  we  mtifl:  judge  of  his 
feelings  and  conduft  as  we  ihould  of  thofe  of 
any  perfon  ac  this  day  in  a  lituation  Similar 
to  his.  Now  did  any  fubfcquent  ecclefiaftical 
hiilorian,  or  did  any  modern  divine  of  the  or- 
thodox faith,  ever  omit  Arians  or  Socinians,  or 
names  fynonymous  to  them  (who  always  were, 
and  ftiU  are  in  the  higheft  degree  obnoxious 
to  them^  in  a  lift  of  heretics  ? 

Had  the  faith  of  the  early  chriftians  been 
either  that  Chrift  was  true  and  very  God,  or 
a  fuper-angelic  fpirit,  the  maker  of  the  world, 
and  of  all  things  vifible  and  invifible  under 
God,  and  had  Hegefippus  hlmfelf  retained 
that  faith,  while  the  generality,  or  only  any 
confiderable  number  of'  his  countrymen  had 
departed  from  it,  it  could  not  but  have  been 
ttpcn  bis  mind,  and  have  excited  the  fame  in- 
dignation that  the  opinions  of  the  Arians  and 
Socinians  excite  in  the  minds  of  thofe  who 
are  called  orthodox  at  this  day.  Nay,  In  his 
circumftanccs,  fuch  a  defcftion  from  that  im- 
portant article  of  faith  in  his  own  country- 
men, after  having  been  fo  recently  taught  the 
contrary  by  the  apoftles  themfelves,  whole 
'writings  they  ftill  had  with  them,  mull  have 
excited 
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■excited  a  much  greater  degree  o\  fiirprizc  an4 
•indignation  than  a  fimilar  defeftion  woiHd  hav« 
"OccaBoncd  in  any  other  people,  or  in  any  latef 
times. 

Laftly,  Hegefippus  quoting  the  Tame  g<i,fp«l, 
that  was  in  ufe  among  the  Ebionites,  might 
jalfo  have  been  alledgcd  as  a  prefuiuption  that 
he  was  one  of  theai. 

My  opponent  fays  t>  "  It  is  as  remark- 
**  able  that  Hegefippus  flumld  have  omit- 
"  ted  the  Cerinthians  as  iheEbionites."  How 
differently  do  we  judge  of  things  being  re-  i 
viarkable,  or  extraordinary.  I  fee  nothing  at  ' 
all  extraordinary  in  the  omiflion  of  the  Cerin- 
thians  in  this  lift  of  heretics  by  Hegefippus  j 
as  they  were  only  one  branch  of  the  Gnoftics, 
ieveral  of  whom  are  in  his  lift;  and  it  is  not 
improbable  that  thefe  Cerinthians  having  been 
one  of  the  earlieft  branches  might  have  been 
very  inconfiderable,  perhaps  extinft  Jn  his 
time;  I  do  not  know  that  they  are  auncioned 
,by  any  antient  writer  as  exifting  fo  late  as  the 
time  of  Hegefippus  j  and  as  they  feem  to 
have  been  pretty  much  confined  to  fome  parts 
of  Afia  Minor,  and  cfpecially  Galatia,  which 
■was  very  remote  from  the  feat  of  the  Ebionites, 
they  might  never  have  extended  io  far ;  and 
therefore  he  might  not  have  heard  much  about' 
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them.  Whereas  the  Ebionites  were  m  that 
vtrf  time  in  their  full  vigor,  and  though  their 
opinions  (being  then  almoft  univerfal  in  what  was 
called  the  catholic  church)  had  not  begun  to 
give  :,ffence,  they  were  afterwards  the  objeift  of 
the  moll  violent  hatred  lo  the  other  chnftians, 
I  wtd  continued  to  be  fo  as  long  as  they  fubfifted* 

That  HegcGppus,  though  an  Unitarian  him- 
ftlf,  fljoulti  fpeak  as  he  does  of  the  ftatc  of 
opinions  in  the  fevcral  churches  which  he 
Tilited,  as  then  retaining  the  right  faith,  is, 
I  think,  very  natural.  The  only  hcrefy  that 
[difturbed  the  apoftle  John,  and  therefore 
'other  Jewi(h  chriftians  in  general,  was  that 
of  the  Gnofticsi  and  almoft  all  the  eleven 
different  kinds  of  hercfies,  enumerated  by  this 
writer  are  probably  only  different  branches  of 
thatone  great  hcrefy.  If,  therefore, the  churches 
which  he  vificed  were  free  from  Gnofticifm,  he 
would  naturally  fay  that  they  retained  the 
right  faith.  For  as  to  the  doftrine  of  the 
fer/onification  of  the  Logos,  held  then  by  Juftin 
Martyr,  and  perhaps  a  few  others,  it  was 
nor,  in  its  origin,  fo  very  alarming  a  thing; 
and  very  probably  this  plain  man  had  not  at 
all  confidered  its  nature  and  tendency. 

He,   as  an  Unitarian,  believed  that  all  the 

extraordinary    iiower    exei-ted    by   Chrift    was 

that     of    the    Father    refiding     in     him,    and 

fpcaking    and  c^fting  by    himj     and  he  might 

imagine 
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imagine  that  theftf  phUolbphiring  chridianH 
^en  of  grtat  name,  and  a  credit  to  the  cauf^  . 
held  in  faft  the  fame  thing,  when  they  faitlJ 
that  this  Logos  of  theirs  was  not  the  Logoyj 
of  the  Gnoftic?,  bu^  that  of  John  the  Evaq-' 
gelift,  or  the  wifdom  and  power  of  God^ 
himfelf.  And  (hough  this  might  appear  to  him] 
as  a  thing  ;hat  he  could  not  well  under-] 
fiand>  he: 'might  not  think  that  there  wa^^ 
any  hcrefy,  or  much  harm  in  it.  Had  he'' 
been  tcdd  .(^"'  ^^'^  ^^  could  only  have  ha4>' 
from  infpiration)  that  this  fpecious  pcrfoniS-:; 
cation  of'  the  divine  Logos  woi\ld,  about  in^j 
centuries  afterwards,  end  in  the  doftrinc 
the  pcrfeA  equality  of  the  Son  with  the  ] 
this  plain  good  man  might  have  bepn  i 
ftartled.  ; 

That  Eufebius,  and  others,  fiiould,  fpeak  ofl 
Hegefippus  with  refpeft  (from  which  my  cri-J 
tic  argues*,  that  "  he.  could  not  poffiyjj 
hare  been  an  Ebionitc,")  appears  to,  mc  np-i 
thing  extraordinary,  though  it  Ihould  have  bcfi^ 
known  to  them  that  he  was  one :  confidering;; 
that  they  quote  him  only  as  an  Hijerian  -,  a^d 
fuppofmg  what  is  very  probable,  that  he  did 
not  treat  particularly  of  doArinal  matters,  buc] 
conBned  hinufelf  to  the  a£ts  of  the  apoftleSj^ 
and  other  hiftoncal  circumftances  attending  thv 
propagation    of   the  Gofpel  j    efpecially  as  h 
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concerning    Chrifi.  ij 

Was  ihe  only  hiftorian  of  that  age,  and  had 
always  been  held  in  efteem.  A  man  who  is 
once  in  poffeffiori  of  the  general  good  opi- 
will  not  be  cenfured  lightly,  cfpecially  by 
men  as  Eufebius.  Can  it  be  fuppofed  alfu 
Eufebius,  in  exprefsly  quoting  antient  auibc~ 
agaihft  thofe  who  held  the  opinion  of  the 
fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  would  not  have  cited 
UcgeGppus  as  well  as  Irenjeiis,  Juftin  Martyr, 
sid  others,  if  he  could  have  found  any  thing 
in  him  for  his  purpofc  I  This  may  be  con- 
6dcred  as  a  prouf  that  there  was  nothing  in 
lliat  work  unfavourable  to  tlie  doctrine  of  the 
jionires.  A  negacive  argurr.ent  can  hardly  be 
Dnger  than    this. 

My  critic  calls  ihe  argument  for  Hegefip- 
pus  being  an  Ebidnite,  from  his  omiinon  of 
the  Ebionitcs  in  his  lift  of  Jewiih  heretics,  "  a 
"  sjeak  and  im^olent  conclujion  :"  and  becaufc  I 
inlert  it  in  my  Sutiimary  View  of  the  evidence 
for  the  primitive  chriftians  holding  the  doiflrinc 
t  the  Cmple  humanity  of  Chrift;  he  fays,' 
We  arc  forry  to  fee  a  man  of  fuch  fuperior 
qualifications  reduced  to  an  expedient  fo  pre- 
carioas  as  this."  Let  the  reader  attend  to 
the  confiderations  I  have  now  urged,  and  fay 
whofc  conclufion  is  weak  and  impotent,  mine 
that  Hegefippus  probably  was  one,  or  his  that 
he  eDSt!d  not  have  been  an  Ebionite.  I  fhall 
continue  this  argument  in  my  Jummary  ijIc-jj 
till  I  fee  much  b;ttcr  rcafon  for  difolacing  it. 
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Of  what  may  it    ti^rred  from   jufiin-  Marijff 
concerning-  the  Jiate  of  oj>imons  i»  bis  timt^ 

p  Y  critic  %i  %*  '*  Oor  gfeateft.  bbjet^a 
tiori  lies  agwnft  Dr.  Prieftlty's  rc- 
".  prefentatioti  of  the  rtpinion  of  Juftin  Mtrtyn 
••  Hfc  ftrtl  tranflatcs  a  pafiage  of  that  anticnt 
''■father's  writings  in  equivocal  tctmsj  and  theii 
"  draws  a-coi>clufion  from  it. in  dircft  oppofitioa 
**:to  itB  original  dcfign.  Not  Ihould  I  be  prc-i 
•twailed-  Upon-  by  ever:  fo  many  •>»  vMcnt  wha 
"hold  that  opinion.  This  Juftin  is. made  tci 
"  fay." 

Now-  I  maintain  that  my  tranflation  of  the 
poflage,  though  not  literel,  is  juji  and .  not  in  the 
led&equivoiai,  and  moreover  it  is,  of  the  two,lcii 
fayourat)k  to  my  own  purpofe  than  his  tranflation^ 
1HZ.  the  majerity  of  Chriftians;  and  therefore  I 
could  notpoGibly  mean  to  take  any  unfair  method; 
ia  drawing  my  conclufiofi)  whether  on  the  wboley 
it  be  well  or  ill-founded.  For  certainly  ihd 
phrafe  evtr  fo  ntfinyj  carries  the  mind  bcyoad 
the.  idea  of  a  bar,e  majority,  viz.  as  nearly  wti_ 
{lOlfible  ro  the  whole  number,  leaving  as  fei^ 
W  any,  perfon  plcafej  for  the  fomi  perfcns  tm* 
•»bp  are  oppofed  to  the  ever  fo  many,  or  majori^ 
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Bellies  the  crittc^.-by.  coofideriag  the.  iriioIe> 

fcistrnce    as     a   concluGoa  from     Juftiaf,    inif« 

ihe    ground    of    my  obfervatton-;   inia'« 

g  IE  is.  wholly  founds  oa  the  qwtiKdon 

that  writer,  whereas  it  Js  io  part  a. probable, 

iion  adayewM.     That  the  reader  rnay  judge, 

himJclf  1  fball  here  givc' tijc  fcntence  imirc- 

iThii  language  has  all  the  appearance  of  axt, 

ijipology  for  an  opinion  contrary  to  iht general, 

id  prcvjiliQg.oflc  ;  as  thj^t  of  the.  humaiuty, 

'rf  thrift  (at  Icalt  with    th?    bdief ■  o£  the 

miraculous    conception)  probably  was   in  his 

litr.e."    The    laEter  part  of  the-  fer^tcocc,  i$ 

uUy  my.  ov«n.i-  and  not  an  iofererice'  frptn 

uirin,   and  it  is  an-  opioioiv.  f(H>  which  I.  0^11. 


r- It  is  enough  fojc  me  if  I  do  not  mi&eprefenc 
ibyravUior,  by'.a  wrong  intn-preuclon  of  his  «LWft 
lordit  Ad  tQ  the  griunj,  of  teleur-  that  there 
imy  be  ftic  myi.owi  obfeFvation^  the  reader:  muHtt 
judge  b«wF«nj  usj  apd  to  this  I  have  no  obT« 
jofttcn,  .^n^.  indeed  I  Evn  fuUy  fatisSedthat 
*ff-w«  or /lav,. of  JuftiQ  Martyr  were-iiji  fafit^ 
MOk.or  the  mnjorityi^ahd  I  even  think  ic 
toL  inprobabi^  from  the  complcjfioa  of  the 
fcntcooc,  that  JdI^.  might  bc„  avrace  that  ic 
s  be.  ot^e^d  to .  him,  that:  even,  the  ma- 
knty  of  chriftians  held  an  opinion:  diffcreoc 
■m  bis  i    and  that  with  a  view  to  thisj  he 
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faid  that  he  Jhould  not  be   inSuenced   by   it 
though  it  fliould  be  fo. 

Tertullian  exfll-tfsly  fays  that  it  \Vas  the  pre 
vailing  opinion  fifty,  years  after  that,  and  it  i; 
well  known  that  that  doftrinc  kept  lofing,  anc 
not  gaining  ground,  in  all  that  period.  Aceord- 
ihg  to  him,  it  was  held  by  the  idiota.,  the  com- 
mon unleai-niid  chriftians,  who  he  fays,  are  al- 
ways the  majority  of  believers  (qux  major  fem- 
f  cr  crtdcntium  para  eft.) 

Bcfides  this  direft  teftimony,  the  thing  is 
highly  probable  from,  other  confidcrations.  I: 
this  had  not  been,  at  leaft,  a  very  genera.' 
opinion,  it  can  hardly  be  fuppofed  that  an$ 
writer  would  have  Ipokcn  of  it  with  lb  much 
tendernefs  and  refpcft  as  Juftin  has  done,  con- 
fidering  how  very  different  it  was  from  hia 
own  opinion,  for  which  I  ftill  think  that  his 
language  wears  a  fufficient  appearance  of  an  apo- 
logy. He  alfo  fcems  to  intimate,  fome  degree  o-; 
doubt  with  refpcft  to  his  opinion,  when  he 
fays  that  '*  if  he  fhould  not  be  able  to  prove 
"  xht  pre-exijlence  q(  Q\\r\^,  the  dodrine  ofjiia 
**  Mejjiabjhip  would  not  be  affefted  by  it,'^ 
"Why  Ihould  he  provide  this  retreat,  if  he  hac 
no  fecret  fufpicion  of  the  ground  on  whicK' 
he  ftood? 

If  we  confidcr    the    time    in    which    Juffie: 

wrote,  viz.  about  A.  D.  140,  tha[    is  abow 

'  eightti 
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<'sW  yon  afier  :the  dme  of  the  iqjo&les^.anil 
ranpare  itftdi  it'  diw  account  that  Athinafius 
fives  us  of.  the  :&te  of  opiakms-  among  the 
]c»%  and  Gcnciies'ia  their  time,  wc.  can  hard- 
ly doubt  (whether-  Juftin  Min^  confeflcs  ic 
Or  r.oc)  that  die '  doftrinc  of '  the  fimple  hu« 
Riiiiiiy  of  Cfarift  tiuifi  hare  been  '*the  prratiL. 
ing  one  in  his  dme.  AthanaGus  lays  that  the 
Jrws,  meaning  the  Jewilh  chriftiani .  ycre  fb 
ftilty  pcrfuaded  concerniag  ^  fimple  humanity 
of  their  Mefliab^  that  the  apofttes  did  not 
chufe  to  infcmn  them,  except  in  an  indire^ 
n^anner  (of  which  lie  gives  many  tnftanccs) 
rHat  ChriA  was  any  thing  more  than  a  man> 
i?,d  that  the  Gentiles  were  drawn  by  the 
Jews  into,  the   fame   opinion. 

Since,  therefore,  according  to  this  moft  un- 
exceptionable account,  as  ic  was  only  an  /W/- 
rf.7  evidence  of  the  divine  or  fuper-angclic 
fliiure  of  Chrift  thai  the  Jewifti  chriftians  (by 
whom  the  gofpel  was  communicated  ro  the 
Gentiles)  were  ever  favoured  withj  can  it  be 
thought  probable,  fo  highly  averfe  as  the  ac- 
count itfclf  ftates  the  Jews  to  have  been  to 
6e  idea  of  any  fuper-human  nature  in  Chrift, 
that  they  ,ihauld,  by  their  own  reafoning  alone 
00  the  fubje^t,  have  generally  abandoned  their 
r  fivouritc  doftrinc,  in  fo  fhort  a  time  as  fouHcore 
.ejf5?  Or  if,  from  fomc  moft  unaccountable 
■-v{c,  and  without  any  perfon  of  great  authority         ^ 

Lio  lead  them  into  it  (for  no  fuch  authority  can  we      ^k 
,B  trace     fl 
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trace)  they  fhould  have  abandoned  their  origitMd 
and  favourite  dofttine,  is  it  probable  than 
they  would  have  been  fo  extremely  a£tivc  an4 
fuccefsfol  in  the  propagation  of  their  new  opini- 
on, and  withal  have  found  the  Gentiles  To  verf 
pliant,  as  to  have  been  able  to  induce  the 
generality  oT  them  to  make  the  fwne  changc>  i 
when  at  the  fame  time  they  are  known  to'  haveS- 
had  but  little  connexion,  and  indeed  but  little  re- 
fped  for  each  other  ?  Is  a  period  of  eightjr 
years  a  fpace  nataraUy  fufGcient  for  thefe  two 
fucccIHve  changes  ? 

But  if  we  take  in  another  well  authenticated 
circumftance,    we    fhall  be  obliged    to   reduce 
this  ihort  fpace  (too  Ihort  as  it  already  is  for' 
the  purpoft)  to  one  ftill  fhorter.    Hegefippus, 
as  explained  by  Valefius,  in  his  notes  on  Eu- 
lebius's    ecckfiaftical    hiftory^,    fays,   that   the 
church    cf   Jerufalem    continued   a  virgin,    or. 
free  from  herefy,  till  the  death  of  Simeon,  who, 
liicceeded  James  the  juft,  that  is,  till  the  time  j 
of  Trajan,  or  about  the  year  loo,  or  perhspti 
no,  for  his  reign  began  A,  D.  98,  and  end-, 
ed  A.  D.  117.    Knowing,  therefore,  from  other 
circumftances  what  this  purity  of  chriftian  faith 
was,    and   whav  Hcgefippus  muft  have  known   : 
it  to  be,  we  have   only  the    fpace  of  46,  or  j 
perhaps  30  years  for   fo  great  a  change.    So 
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Tat  that  ptrticular  period  muft  hvn  been 
[ftii  movftttaitf  which  we  find  t^  experience  to 
naturally    one   of  the    very   Oowcft  in  Ae 
fyftem  of  nature,  viz.  the  revolution  of 
in  gre«t  bodies  of*  men  •.      Can  it 
be    thought    probable    that,     cenUder- 
tfae     Jei«i(h    and     Gentile    chrlftians    as 
body,  the  gmeraUty  of  them»  the  ^  «x».4m 
[lid    have   abandoned    the    doftrine    of  the 
mpie    humanity    of  Chrift,    in    the  time   of 
.  Martyr  P 

Oa  die  contnuyt,  it  is  certainty  not  at  all 
tprobable  that  the  more  learned  and  philo- 
'  icaJ  of  the  chriftians,  beginning  to  be 
■d  of  a  crucified  man  for  their  faviour, 
firmly  believing  the  doftrinc  of  the  prc- 
of  all  fouls,  and  of  their  defceni  In- 
to human  bodies,  (hould  have  begun  td  fancy 
Aa£  Chrift  mult  have  had  fome  origin  fupe- 
Eo  chat  of  other  men  t  that  this  (hould 
of  all  produce  the  opinions  of  the  Gno- 
■who  thought  that  the  Chrift,  who  came 
Mown  from  heaven,  was  quice  diftind  from  the 
Jefus,  and  felt  nothing  of  his  pains  or 
l^brrows ;  or  that,  thefe  opinions  being  near- 
ly exploded^   the    generality  of  chriftian  teach- 

*  Tlu>  b  a  mtvrmmt  which  I  coald  ntSiXy  fhew  Mr.  Gibbon, 
tlut  lie  ha)  not  much  Jludicd,  ihoigh  it  behoved  kim  to 
hare  givo  the  clofcll  su^n  cion  to  ii,  preparitory  to  his 
account  of  the  overthrow  of  paganirm  by  the  fprcad  of 
>   chfitianity. 
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crs,  or  bifliops  (many  of  whom  were  educate 
in  the  Platonic  fchool  at  Alexandria)  (houl 
afterwaids  apply  the  Platonic  doftrinc  of  th 
Logos  to  the  fame  fubjeft,  and  that  by  thei 
influenqe,  opinions  leading  to  the  deification  < 
Chrift  ihould  gradually  gain  gfotlnd  among  th 
common  people.  But  this  mtift  have  been 
work  of  time,  fo  that  the  majority  of  chrifl 
ians  could  hardly  have  been  infefbed  wit 
thefe  principles  fo  eariy  as  the  time  of  Jufti 
Martyr. 

The  philofophical  chriftians,  hcfvCrever,  bcin 
the  only  writers  whofe  works  are  extant,  it 
cafy  to  account  for  our  knowing  no  moi 
than  we  do  of  the  common  people  and  the 
opinions,  and  that  we  are  obliged  to  colle 
what  we  do  know  concerning  them  from  i; 
cidental  circumJtanceSy  as  I  have  cndeavourc 
to  do.  But  thefe  are  often  the  lead  fufpicioi 
intimarions  of  the  real  date  of  things.  1 
fuch  circumftances  as  thefe,  the  detail  of  whic 
may  be  feen  in  my  Hiftoryi  it  will,  I  »thin: 
fufiiciently  appear,  that  it  was  with  great  di 
ficulty  that  the  generality  of  chriftians  we 
reconciled  to  the  doftrine  of  the  deity 
Chrift,  and  that  of  a  Triniiyy  in  any  forr 
As  Tertullian  cxprefles  himfelf,  they  were 
•firft  exceedingly  Jcandalized  at  it,  holding  firr 
ly  to  their  juftly  favourite  doftrine  of  the  1 
preme  monarchy  of  the  Father.  This  alfo  fi 
ficicntly  accounts  for  the  great  number  of  U 
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le^s  which  eccleliailical  hiftory  gives  to  every 
pcribn  of  learning  who  avowed  the  then  popu- 
lar opinion^  as  Artemon^  Noetus^  Sabellius^ 
Paulus  Samofatenfis«  and  Photinus. 

I 

On  the  fubjefl:  of  this  part  of  my  accufk- 
tton,  which  my  critic  fays,  is  the  greatefl:  that 
Ae   has  to  bring  againft  me,   I   now  appeal  to 
the  impartial  reader;  whether,  inftcad  of  prov- 
ing me  to  have '  mifreprefented  Juftin  Martyr^ 
^^  has   not  mifreprefented  me,  and  alfo    whe- 
tHcr  I   have    not    brought   fufficicnt    evidence 
o^  the  opinion  I  maintained,  viz.  that  the  doc- 
ti^ine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was  that 
"^^Iiich  was  moft  generally  received  in  the  time 
^^  Juftin  Martyr ;  and  of  this  I  Ihall  produce 
f'^CDre  evidence  in  the  next  fcdion. 


SECTION      IV. 

Q^  the  quotation  from  Eufebius ;  and  Tertullian^s 
account  of  the  antient  Unitarians^  more  particu^ 
Jarly  conjidered^ 

MY  cripicifcr  fays  f,  *'  If  Dr.  Prieftley  will 
**  turn  to  Eufebius,  and  read  the  chap- 
"  tier  with  fuch  deliberation  as  befits  an  hifto- 
"  -rian  writing  on  fubjefts  of  the  greateft  im- 
^^   portance,  he  will  find  that  his  charge  of  un- 

t  P.  52}* 
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«  fairncrs  (even  if  it  be  true)  is  not  to  be  ap* 
"  plied  to  Eufcbius,  but  to  a  more  antient  wri- 
**  ter,  from  whofe  book  the  tranfcript  was  mado 
"  ivhich  has  fo  highly  offended  pr.  Pricftley." 

I    have  repcrufed  this  chapter  of  Eufcbius,. 
and  do  not  think  it  quite  clear  that  he  is  quot-^ 
ing  the  work  of  any  prior  writer  in  the  paP. 
fage  that  I  have  cited :  for  he  fomecimes  only 
gives  an  account  of  the  work,  and  not  always 
exprefs  quotations    from  it;  and  he  feems  to; 
me  to  infcrt  obfervations  of  his  own  in  what  he 
does  quote  from  this  anonymous  writer ;  fo  thac, 
upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  (though  I  may  j 
be  miftaken)  that  Eufebiiis  fpeaks  in  his  own  ] 
pcrfon  in  what  I  have  quoted  froin  him.     How-  ^ 
ever,    it  is  fufficientiy  evident  -  that  he  adopt*  t 
the  language,  and  makes  himfelf  anfwerablc  for  .< 
it.    Where  then  Is  the  foundation  for  the  tonfi  j 
JD  which  the  above  remark  is  delivered?  ; 

I  acknawlcdge  however,  that  I  fhould  not  have'; 
flopped  at  Juftin  Martyr,  but  have  proceeded 
to  mention  the  other  authorities,  quoted  either 
by  Eufebius,  or  his  author.  They  arc,  how- 
ever, of  no  fort  of  weight  in  the  decifion  of 
the  queftion,  and  all  of  them  that  are  extanV: 
1  had  confidercd  in  the  courfe  of  my  work. 
There  is  ho  mention  of  the  divinity  of  Chrlft  iij 
the  firft  and  only  authentic  epiftle  of  Clemens 

•    In   the   fKond   region   of  tljis   epiftle  we  find  tb 
ghrafe  titjagtrinti  nfGtd  \  bat  Utii  is  lan^na^  lb  exned 

bein 
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beiflg  only  found  in  the  fecond  and  undoubtedly 
iparious  cpaille^  as  I  believe  all  the  learned  of 
rftis  day  confider  it.  Eufebius  himfclf  faysti 
"  it  is  not  fo  generally  received  as  the  former, 
^  nor  do  we  know  that  the  antients  have  quoted 
^'  it."  He  adds,  that  there  were  other  later  for- 
jgeries  of  writings  in  his  name. 

Alio,  though  in'fome  pretty  ancient  hymns  Chrift 

might  be  mentioned  as  Gody  yet  being  poetical 

compofitions,  it  i^  mod  probable  that  it  was  only 

in  fome  figurative  and  qualified  {enfe>  referring  to 

the  power  and  authority  with  which  he  was  inveft- 

ed  hy  God,  as  Mofes  is  faid  to  have  been  a  God 

to  Pharoah,      As  to  the  authority  of  Pliny,  if  he 

had  been  told  that  hymns  were  Tung  by  chriftians 

in  honour  of  Chrift,  being  himfclf  a  heathen,  he 

would    naturally   imagine   that   they  were  fucK 

hymns  as  had  been  compofed  in  honour  of  the 

heathen  gods,  who  had  been  men.     He  would 

be  far  from  concluding  from  that  circumftance, 

thajt  Chrift  was  confidered  by  his  followers  either 

as  the  fupreme  God,  or  as  a  pre-exiftent  fpirir,  the 

maker  cf  the  world  under  God. 

But   I  wifli   to  proceed   to  confidcrations  of 
more  importance  relating  to  this  palTage  of  Eu- 

iDgly  Ihockingx  and  nnfcnptural,  that  it  is  hardly  pofli* 
ble  to  think  that  it  could  be  ufed  by  any  writer  fo  near 
to  the  tiine  of  the  apofllcs  ;  and  Junius,  who  was  far 
from  having  my  objedioii  to  it,  was  of  opinion  that  the 
whole  pa£age  was  much  corrupted,  and  that,  inilead  gf 
yqiSi^«lf»  4vitr  1.  e.  ^ftf,  we  ought  to  read  fAoSij^Aola  avltau 
■J-  Eccles.  Hift.  Lib.  3,  Cap.  38,  p.  ii\- 
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fcbius,  and  to  compare  his  account  of .  the  ai 
quity  of  thc.chriftian  Unitarians,  with  their  o 
account  of  thcmfelvcs,  to  fee  which  is  in  itfelf 
jnore  probable.  He,  or  his  author,  fays  *,  t 
Theodotas,  who  was  condemned  by  Victor,  > 
the  author  and  parent  of  that  feftj  being 
firft  who  aflfcrted  that  Chrift  was  a  mere  rn: 
and  thefe  Unitarians  arc  even  charged  \^ 
€ertainly  knowing  that  this  was  the  cafe,  wh 
is  dircdlly  giving  them  the  lie ;  and  yet  t 
afTfition  of  Eufcbius  is  undoubtedly  falfe,  as  ; 
pears  on  the  full  face  of  all  ecclefiallical  I 
tory,  and,  as  I  have  faid,  it  may  be  proved  fr 
Eufcbius   himfclf. 

He  certainly  knew  that  Juftln  Martyr  had 
only  mentioned  Unitarians,  but  had  treated  th 
witli  much  refpe£t ;   and  he  fpeaks  §  of  the  E 
onites    as   cotemporaries  of  Ccrinthus,  who 
cording  to  himfelf,  lived  in  the  time  of  the  apo 
John.    By  his  own  account,  therefore,  thefe  U 
tarians,  who  believed  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  nj 
were   cotemporary  with  the  apoftle  John  ;    v 
though  greatly  offended  at  bertfyy  takes  no  noi 
of  their  opinion  being  one.     Nothing,  therefc 
can  be  more  contrary    to   truth  or  probabii 
than  the  account  of  the  origin   of  the   Un 
rians   by  Eufcbius,  or    his  author ;    and  if  I 
efFcnded  at  it,  is  it  without  a  caufe  ?  And  h 

*   Lib.  5,  Cap.    28,  p.  252. 
§  Lib.  3,  Cap.   27,  28,  p.  12 J,  &c. 
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can  Ac  Reviewer  doubt  of  mycharge  oiunfairmjs 
agiinft  Eufebius^  or  his  author,  being  true  ?  A^ 
to  the  very  early  date  of  this  anonymous  piccCj^ 
fee  Lardner  (Credibility,  vol.  3,  p.  36)  who  re- 
fc«  it  to  the  year  212. 

Let  lis  now  confidcr  the  account  that  thefc 
tJnitarians,    according    to  Eufebius,    gave    of 
fAemfelvcs.     They  are  faid  to  h^vc  affirmed  with 
Confidence,  that  the  apoftlcs   taught  their  doc- 
^^i  ne,  and   that  it  was   preferved  till  the  time 
^f~  Vidtor,.  or  Zephyrinus.     What    they  adtu- 
^ily  faid,  we  do  not  know,  but  it  could  hard- 
s'    be  that   there  had  been  no  innovation  what- 
^^.er   in  the   docSrine.  concerning  the  perfon  of 
- 1  irifl:   before   the  time  of  ViiStor  ;  becaufe  the 
i  noftics   are  well  known  to  have  been  a  very 
lumerous  fe6V,     confifting   of    many   branches;' 
I  rid  before  this  time  Juftin  Martyr  and  others 
liatd  publifhed    their   account  of    the  perfoni- 
ftcation   of  the  Logos.     It   is  probable,   there- 
fore   that    whac    they   really    maintained    was^, 
that  their   doftrine  was    that    v/hich    was   moft 
generally    received   till    that   time ;   and  this  I 

think  to  be  highly  probable,  if  not  demonftrable. 

• 

According  to  all  accounts,  the  doftrine  of  the 

fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was  held  by  the  Jew- 

i/h  chriftians  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles.     I  do 

not  find  that  any  of  them   are  ever  exprefsly 

/aid  to  have  held  any  other  doftrine,  only  fomc 

q(  them  believed    the   miraculous   conception. 

Athanafius 
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AcHanafius  clearly  Aippofes  none  of  them  to  hanr 
believed  that  Chrifl  had  any  nature  fuperior  to  that 
of  man :  and  he  fays  chat  they  brought  the  GencUes, 
meaning,  no  doubt,  the  generality  of  them,  into 
the  fame  opinion.  This  then  may  fairly  be  fiippo- 
fed  to  have  been  the  ftate  of  things  at  the  time 
that  John  wrote  his  firft  eptftle,  which  was  about 
the  year  So,  when  it  is  plain  from  his  own  writ- 
ings there  was  no  opinion  among  chriftiaps  that 
gave  him  any  alarm,  befides  that  of  the  Gnoftics. 

Taking  it  then  for  granted,  that  the  doSrine 
of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  was  nearly, 
at  leaft,  univerfal  in  the  year  80,  is  it  at  all  pro-  ' 
bable,  that  it  could  have  ceafed  to  have  been  the 
prevMling  dodrine  before  the  time  of  Vi^or, 
about  the  year  200?  Caufes  which  tended  to 
produce  the  opiBion  of  the  deity  of  Chrift  ope- 
rated, no  doubt,  very  powerfully;  but  ftill  it 
cannot  be  thought  probable,  that  they  could 
have  produced  io  grear  an  cfied;  in  the  fpace  of 
)ittle  more  than  one  cenVury. 

Another,  and  no  jnconfidcrablc  argument  in 
favour  of  the  antiquity  of  the  proper  Unitarian 
doftrine  among  chriftians,  may  be  drawn  from 
the  rank  and  condition  of  thofe  who  held  it  in 
the  time  of  Tertullian,  who  lived  about  the  time 
of  Vidor.  He  calls  them  fimplices  et  Idiots,  that 
Ut'tommon  or  unlearned  people,  and  fuch  perfons 
are  certainly  moft  likely  to  retun  old  opinionsa  ^^ 
and  are  always  far  Icfs  ^pt  to  innovate,  than  tbe^ 
learnedifll 
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learned  I  becaufe  they  are  far  lefs  apt  t6  ipe<^ 
cuhte.  Whenever  we  endeavour  to  trace  the 
oldcft  opinions  in  any  country,  we  always  in* 
quire  among  the  Idiots  the  common  people; 
and  if  they  believe  one  things  and  the  learned 
another,  we  may  conclude  with  certainty,  that, 
«?hich  ever  of  them  be  true^  or  the  more  pro- 
bable, thofe  of  the  common  people  were  the 
more  ancuntj  and  thofe  of  the  learned  and  fpe-p 
culative  the  more  novel  of  the  two. 

In  moft  cafes  the  more  novel  opinions  are 
more  likely  to  be  truCi  confidering  the  gradual 
fpread  o{  knowledge,  and  the  general  prevalence 
of  prqudice  and  error;  but  in  feme  cafes  the 
probability  is  on  the  fide  of  the  more  antienc 
opinions;  and  it  is  evidently  fo  in  this.  The 
true  doftrine  concerning  the  perfon  of  Chrift 
muft  be  allowed  to  have  been  held  by  the  apof- 
ties.  They,  no  doubt,  knew  whether  their  ma» 
fter  was  only  a  man  like  themfelvcs,  or  their  ma- 
ker. Their  immediate  difciples  would  receive 
and  maintain  the  fame  doftrine  that  they  held ; 
and  it  muft  have  been  fome  time  before  any 
other  could  have  been  introduced,  and  have 
ipread  to  any  extent,  and  efpecially  before  it 
could  have  become  the  prevailing  opinion.  We 
naturally,  therefore,  look  for  the  genuine  doftrinc 
of  chriftianity,  concerning  the  perfon  of  Chriflr, 
among  thofe  who,  from  their  condition  and  cir- 
cumftances,  were  moft  likely  to  maintain  the  old 

opinion. 
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opiaion>  rather  than  among  thofe  who  were  moik'  : 
apt  Co  receive  3  new  one.  Surely  then  we  have, 
a  better  chance  of  finding  the  truth  on  this  fub- 
jcd  among  thefe  Jdiot^,  the  common  and  un- 
learned people,  than  with  fuch  men  as  Juftinv  . 
Martyfi  who  had  been  a  heathen  philofophcr, 
Irenxus,  or  any  other  of  the  learned  and  fpecu- 
l^tive  chriftians  of  the  fame  age. 

On  the  contrary,  fuppoBng  the  chriflian  reli- 
gion to  have  been  gradually  corrupted,  and  that, 
in  a  long  courfe  of  time,  the  corrupt  doctrine 
Ihould  become  the  moft  prevalent  among  the 
common  people,  the  I'eformation  of  it  by  the 
recovery  of  the  genuine  doftrine  is  naturally  to 
be  looked  for  among  the  learned  and  the  in> 
quificive,  who  in  all  cafes  will  be  the  inno- 
vators. This  is  remarkably  the  cafe  in  (ho 
prefent  (late  of  things.  The  common  people 
in  the  Roman  Catholic  countries  are  bigots 
to  the  old  eftablilhed  faith,  while  the  learne4 
are  moderate,  and  almoit  proteftants.  In  pro- 
teflant  countries  the  common  people  ftill  adhere 
moft  ftrongly  to  the  do£trines  of  their  ancef-^ 
tors,  or  thofe  which  prevailed  about  the  time 
of  the  reformation,  while  the  learned  are  every 
where  receding  farther  from  them ;  they  being 
more  inquifitive,  and  more  enlightened  than . 
the  uninquiring  vuigar.  But  ftill,  if  any  man 
fliould  propofc  fimply  to  enquire  what  were 
the  opinions  moft  generally  received  in  thi^ 
country  a  century  ago  (which  was  about  the 
fpac^  \ 
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cfihe  apoftles)  we Ihmild  thinkhim Terjr lAfind; 

jr  he  fliould  look  for  them  aixiodg  the  learned^ 
*  thnn  among  the  ctaunpn  people.  Wq 
ezpcrictace  cnnugh  of  the  difficulty  with 
i  c|ie'  bulk  of  thf  common  people  are 
ighC  to 'rtlinquilh  the'fiuth    of  their  an*' 


-  It  it}  then,  at  all  probable  that  when  At 
rine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift  ia 
iwk^ed  to  have  been  held  by  ihtI£otdf^ 
iMHtim-'fuflt,  and  who  ar6  exprefsly  fzik 
have  been  the  greater  fart  of  the  bclicvcrt 
'wutfor  credentium  pars)  this  (hould  not  have 
:ki  the  general  *  opinion  a  century  before  that 
thne^  but  on  the  contrary  that  of  the  deity  of 
Chrift^^  which  was  held  by  Teftullian,  and 
other  learned  chriftians ;  and  who  fpeak  of  the 
common  people  as  hcwg  fidcked  (expavefcunt) 
it  their  doArine  ?  Sufficient  caufe  may  be  af- 
iigned  why  the  learned  in  that  age  ihould  be 
inclined  to  adopt  any  opinion  which  would 
advance  the  pcrfonal  dignity  of  their  mafter^ 
and  the .  fame  caufes  would  produce  the  fame 
effcd  among  the  common  people,  but  it  would 
be  more  (lowly^  and  require  more  time^  as  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  fa£t. 

•  Let  any  perfon  of  commorf  fenfc  then  judge 
between  thefe  ancient  Unitarians,  with  rclpeft 

to 
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to  die  probable  account  of  thctr  origin  and  an-> 
tiquity,  and  EuTcbius,  or  his  author. 

That  Eufebius  himfrlf  Ihould  take  fo  violent 
ft  part  as  he  always  does  ^ainft  thefe  antient 
Unitarians,  is  not  difficult  to  be  accounted  for. 
He  himfelf  was  ftrpngly  fufpcAed  of  Arianifni, 
at  a  time  in  which  the  Athanafian  doftrine  waa 
molt  prevalent,  and  though  a  learned  man,  he 
was  not  of  the  firmeft  tone  of  mind.  In  thefc 
circumftances,  he  would  naturally  make  the  moft 
of  fuch  pretenfions  to  orthodoxy  as  he  had,  and 
would  be  inclined  to  Ihew  his  zeal  by  invedivcs 
againft  thofe  who  were  more  heretical  than 
himfelf.  This  we  fee  illuftrated  every  day.  Thia 
was  the  caufe  why  mjuiy  of  the  reformers  from 
popery  joined  with  the  papifts  in  the  pcrfccu- 
tion  of  thofe  who  were  defuous  of  carrying 
the  reformation  a  little  farther  than  themfelves. 
This  might,  in  feme,  meafure  contribute  to 
produce  the  zeal  of  the  Calvinifts  agajnft 
the  Arminians,  that  of  the  Arminians  againft 
the  Arians,  that  of  the  Arians  againft  the  So- 
ctnians,  and  that  of  Socinua  himfelf  againft 
Francis  David. 
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0/  my  being  charged  with  advancing  that  Jujiin 
Martyr  was  the  firfi  who  parted  the  noiion 
Bf  Cbri^^s  pre-exiftence. 

ANOTHER  heavy  charge  advanced  againft 
mc  t>  is,  that  I  have  aflerted  that  "  the  no- 
•*  tion  of  the  pre-exiftcnce  of  Chrift  cannot  be 
••  traced  any  higher  than  Juftin  Martyr."  Now 
diis  is  to  all  intents  and  purpofes  a  mif-quotation, 
that  part  of  the  fentence  which  was  neccflary  to 
give  the  true  fenfeof  what  is  quoted  being  omit* 
ted.  It  muft,  therefore,  ncceffarily  miflead  the 
reader  i  and  independently  of  that,  it  is  a  mani- 
fcft  mifreprcfentation  of  my  opinion,  not  only 
(imply  mentioned,  but  frequently  urged,  and  en- 
larged upon  in  the  courfe  of  the  work. 


I  have  no  where  faid  that  fimple  pre'extfleme 
was  never  afcribcd  to  Jefus  Chrift  before  Juftin 
Martyr.  1  muft  have  been  a  child  in  ccclefi- 
aftical  hiftory,  and  Ihamefully  inconfiftent  with 
myfelf,  if  I  had  faid  any  fuch  thing.  The 
doftrine  of  the  pre-exiftcnce  was  certainly  that 
of  the  Gnoftics  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles  them- 
fclves,  and  is  always  reprcfented  by  me  as  fuch. 
"What  I  fay  is  that,  "  we  find  nothing  like  divi- 
•*  nity  afcribed  to  Chrift  before  Juftin  Martyr;" 
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and  though,  in  one  particular  fentence,  I  men- 
tioned  fre-exiftencet  as  what  we  cannot  with  cer- 
tainty trace  any  higher,  it  is  in  conjunftion  with  di- 
vinity and  not/eparately,  as  it  is  here  exhibited.  The 
•*hoie  ftntencc  is  as  follows:  "Whether  Juftin  Mar- 
"  tyr  was  the  very  firft  who  ftarted  the  notion  of 
"  the  prc-cxiftence  of  Chrift,  and  of  his  fuper-^n- 
"  gclic  or  divine  nature,  is  not  certain,  but  we 
are  hot  able  to  trace  iV  any  higher  j;.  Hud  the 
disjunctive  or  been  ufed  inftead  of  and  (which 
would  have  in:ipUed  that  neithel-  the  opinion  of 
the  divinity,  nor  thatofthcpre-exiftenceof  Chrift, 
were  prior  to  Juftin)  a  reader  of  common  fenfc 
and  candour  would  have  fcen  that  it  muft  have 
been  mifprinted.  My  reference  to  both  the  opi-  * 
nions  by  the  pronoun  //,  which  is  in  the  fingular 
number,  fufEciently  ftiews  that,  ho.vever  impro- 
per and  unguarded  the  expreffion  may  happen 
to  be,  I  could  not  really  mean  to  corifider  the 
two  opinions  feparately. 

■But  my  criticifer,  inftead  of  making  any  al- 
lowance for  a  calual  ungrammaiical  conftruftion, 
and  of  afcertaining  my  meaning  by  comparing 
one  expreflion  with  another,  has  abfolutely  tor-  ' 
tured  my  language,  in  order  to  make  me  con- 
tradict myfclf;  and  has  even  employed  more 
than  one  page  out  of  fix  only  of  his  own  compo- 
fing  to  confute  an  opinion  of  which  my  hiftory 

J  Vol.  I,  p.  3=. 
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is  a  much  fuller  refutation.  This  coiiduifl 
ts  of  no  apology  even  in  a  profefled  anfwerer 

book,  and  much  lefs  in  a  reviewer,  who 
A  exhibit  a  fair  and  impartial  account  of 
iforli  before  him. 

lOthci'paflage  which  this  writer  has  notover- 
•d,  for  he  has  quoted  it  p.  5 1 8,  though  with- 
ny  particular  notice,  I  have  evidently  confi- 
[  Juftin  Martyr'i  idea  of  pre-exiflcnce  as 
pedes  of  3. genus.  It  is  as  follows*  "  This 
iter  even  fpeaks  of  his  own  opinion  of  the 
:-cxiftcnce  of  Chrift  (and  he  Is  the  firlt  that 

certainly  know  to  have  maintained  it  on  the 
indples  on  -johich  it  was  generally  received 
terwards)  as  a  doubtful  one,  and  by  no 
:ans   a  neceflary  article  of  chriflian  faith." 

I  evidently  refer  to  his  idea  of  the  per- 
cation  of  the  Logos  of  the  Father,  which 
a  kind  of  pre-exijience  quite  diftinft  from 
of  the  Gnoftics,  who  preceded  him.  Let 
one  prove  this  opinion  of  the  perfonifica- 
of  the  Logos  to  have  been  held  by  any 
■n  before  Juftin  Martyr.  If  he  can  (and 
.ve  not  expreffed  myfclf  pofitively  on  the 
Ql)  he  will  ftill  be  far  from  proving  that 
IS  the  doftrine  of  the  apoftles  ;  and  whether 
innovation  took  place  a  little  e»'Uer>  or  a 
;  laterj  it  will  make  no  .difference  with  re-, 
t  to  my  principal  objeft. 

•  P.  17. 
C  M 
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As  tliis  mif-rcpi*cfcntation  affefts  one  priw 
pal  part  of  the  great  outline  of  my  work, 
Ihall  take  this  opportunity  of  drawing  it  mc 
^tftinftly,    for  the  tenefit  of  my    readers 
general. 

What  I  have  maintained  in  my  late  Hijlc 
ibf  vfinions  concerning  Cbrifl,  and  what  I  do  n 
find  to  have  been  much,  if  at  all,  infifted  upi 
before,  is,  that  the  exaltation  of  the  perfon 
Jefus  Chrift  began  with  the  Gnoftics,  who  mai 
tained  the  doftrine  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  j 
human  fouls,  as  independent  created  fpiri 
capable  of  animating  human  bodies.  This  err 
began  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles,  and  is  knoii 
to  be  referred  to  by  John.  When  this  tioti< 
was  exploded,  another,  which  I  cannot  tra 
any  higher  than  Juftin  Martyr,  was  adopte 
and  this  was  the  perfonijication  of  the  Lo^ 
of  the  Father,  which  was  a  thing  quite  diftir 
from  the  doftrine  of  the  Gnoftics,  fo  th 
the  patrons  of  tach  were  continually  combatii 
one  another.  The  pre-exiftent  fpirits,  or  \/Eot 
of  the  Gnoftics  were  fuppofed  to  have  exifted  ^ 
indefinite  time  before  the  creation  of  the  worl( 
whereas  the  perfonification  of  the  Logos  w 
reprefented,  by  the  firft  advocates  of  it,  as  a  thi) 
that  took  place  immediately  before  that  cvdi 
and  with  a  view  to  it.  The  peculiar  do6trine 
Arius  was,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  fubfequc 
to  this ;  and  it  was  after  them  all  that  the  perfo 
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i&adon  of  the  Logos^  being  carried  farther  back> 
nuadf  to  ail  €Ccrnky>  led  jco  the  prefent  doftrine ' 

icftjic  Trinity,  coofifting  of  three  peripns  in  the 
lead,  perfedly  ^ual  with  refpcd  xq  etcrni- 

ly,  and  idl  dinne  attributes. 

Inftead  of  holding  out  to  the  view  of  the 

iers  this  great  outline  of  the  firft  part  of  my 

kik,   on  which  sdone  he  has  defcanted,  my 

ficic  charges  me  with  aflerting  that  the  fimplc 

f-odftence  of  Chrift  was  not  known  before 

fuftin  Martyr;  which  fliews  that  he  never  once 

^rmcd  a  right  conception  of  what  he  under- 

ik  to  exhibit. 

As  to  the  epiMes  of  Ignatius,  I  confider  them 
all,  the  le/Sy  as  well  as  the  greater^  as  being 
cither  wholly  fpurious,  or  fo  corrupted,  as  not  to 
be  quoted  with  fafcty ;  and  I  am  far  from  being 
origin^  or  fingular  in  this  opinion. 

Dr.  Lardner,  who  thinks  that  the  fmaller  epif- 
tles  are /ir  the  main  genuine ,  faysfj  "  If  there  be 
"  only  fome  few  fentiments  and  cxpreflions 
•^  which  fcem  incohfiftent  with  the  true  age  of 
•*  IgnatiuSj  it  is  more  reafonablc  to  fuppofe  them 
«to  be  additions,  than  to  rcjcdl  the  epiftles 
'*  themfclves  entirely  \  cfpecially  in  this  fcarcity 
^  of  copies  which  we  labour  under.     As  the  in- 

t  Credibility,  vol.  l,  p.  154. 
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«*  tcrpolauons  of  the  larger  epHUes  arc  plainij^'; 
■**  the  work  of  fomc  Arian,  fo  even  the  fmalicr.' 
"  epiftlei  may  have  been  tampefed  with  by  the- 
"  Arians,  or  the  orthodox,  or  both,  though  I  dd  i 
"  not  affirm  that  there  are  in  them  any  confider- 
"  able  corruptions  or  alterations." 

Salmaiius,  Blondel,  and  Daille,  are  decided  ; 
that  all  the  epldles  are  fpurious ;  and  Le  Sueur,  ^ 
after  giving  an  account  of  the  whole  matter,  fay^ 
that  the  laft  of  them,  viz.  Mr.  Daille,  has  clearly 
proved  that  the  firft,  or  fmati  colledion  of  Igna~ 
tius's  epiftles,  was  forged  about  the  beginning  of 
the  fourth  century,  or  200  years  after  the  death, 
of  Ignatius,  and  that  the  fccond,  or  larger  col-, 
leftion,  was  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  fixth; 
century  *. 

Is  this  then  an  authority  to  be  quoted  fd 
decifively  againft  me,  as  to  be  preceded  by, 
"  We  will  endeavour  to  ayijwer^  Dr.  Prieftley 
*'  upon  grounds  lefs  liable  to  be  qucftioned," 

•  Sueur,  A.  D.  107. 

+  The  reader  will  eafily  perceive  that  thefe  animadvcr-- 
Jions  on  my  work  are  very  improperly  called  a  rtviiiu. 
Thev  arc  a  profe/Ted  anfiuir,  and  yet  the  writer  does  not 
iommh  as  mention  ihe  arguments  on  which  I  lay  the  great- 
e!l  ftrcfs.  Cun  any  thing  be  more  evidently  calealatcd  ra\ 
injure  a  work,  and  to  millead  the  reader  with  relpefl 
Jt  is  pluming  himfelf  on  the  viftory,  hefore  he  has 
ventured  to  make  the  attack  ;  having  only  as  it 
ftirmiihed  at  3  diSance,  and  even  that  without  gaining  ai> 
real  advantage. 
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'(meniag  than  that  of  the  hymns  ufed  by  chrift- 

iMm  in    early   times)    by   '^  the  pofitive  tefti^^ 

>''  mony  of  writings  which  he  will  hardly  affcrt 

f«^  were  penned  after  Juftin  Martyr  f/*     I  am 

afliamed  however  to  aflert  this  after  fuch 

(pfeftable    authorities    as   I    have    mentioned 

ivc  ;    and  I  challenge   this  writer    to  prove 

It  the   paflage  he  has  quoted  from  Ignatius 

not  penned  after  the  time  of  Juftin  Martyr* 

If  any  paiTage  in  thefe  epiftles  be  fpurious^ 
OuHild  not  hefitate  to  pronounce  this  to  be 
Such  language  as   <'  flefhly  and  fpiritual, 
Tnade  and  nofc  made,  God  incarnate,  real  life 
in  death,  begotten  of  Mary  and  of  God,  in 
*^  cne  refpeft  liable  to  fuffcring,  and  in   another 
•*  incapable  of  it,"  favours  ftrongiy  of  a  much 
later  age  than  that  of  Ignatius.     It  is  nothing 
but  controverfy  that   teaches  fuch  definite  and 
guarded  language  as  this.     It  could  not,  I  think 
precede  the  Arian  controverfy;  and  this  agrees 
very  well  with  the  date  afTigned  to  thofe  epiftles 
.by  Mr.  Daille,  which  is  after  the  council  of  Nice* 
.1  fhould  almoft  as  foon  think  that  Ignatius  com- 
pofed  the  AthanaGan  creed,  as  this  quaint  itn^ 
tence.     They  are  much  in  the  fame  ftyle.     My 
critic  adds,  "  there  are  other  paflages  in  the  writ- 
ings  of  this   moft  antient  father,   which  are 
equally  expreffive  of  the  two  natures  of  Clirift, 
"  but  we  think  this  fully  fufficient  to  confute  Dr. 
Pricftley's  jiffcrtion,  without  troubling  the  rca- 
^  dcr  with  any  more  quotations." 

t  P.  5H- 
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Ignatius  not  being  quoted  bj  EulefoiuSf  or  h\% 
author,  among  anlient  autbsrities  for  the  doftrine 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  is  alone  a  fuffictene 
proof  that  no  fuch  palTage  as  this  vas  to  be 
found  in  the  epiftles  of  Ignatius  in  his  time.  If 
this  writer  did  not  know  that  the  genuinene&  of. 
thefe  epiftles  of  Ignatius  was  queftioncd,  he 
oi}ght  not  to  write  on  thefe  fubjeftsi  and  if 'he 
did  know  it,  it  was  difingeouotis  not  to  men- 
tion it. 

As  to  the  paflage  which  my  critic  quotes  from 
Barnabas,  he  himfelf  acknowledges  (but  in  an 
ironical  manner,  unworthy  of  the  fetioufnefs  of 
the  argument)  that  it  may  be  explained  in  a  fenfe  | 
confiftcnt  with  the  Socinian  doftrine, '  as  well  as 
fome  paffages  of  fcrlpcure.  I,  however,  am  a 
Socinian,  and  1  fcruple  not  to  fay,  that,  in  my  . 
opinion,  the  interpretation?  of  fcripturc  which 
he  ridicules  are  the  only  ju(t  and  natural  bnes;~ 
but  this  is    not  a  place  for  that  argument. 

It  is  true  that  I  have  quoted  the  epiftle  of  Bar- 
nabas without  faying  any  thing  about  its  au- 
thenticity. In  reality,  I  do  not  know  what  to 
think  of  it,  and  my  critic  muft  know  that  the 
genuinenefs  of  it  has  been  much  difputcd.  The 
paffdge,  however,  which  he  quotes  is  from  that 
part  of  it,  of  which  we  have  only  an  old  Latin  ^ 
verfion,  and  this  he  has  not  rightly  tranflated.  It  '. 
is  die  ante  ctnftitutionemJecuU,  which  is  not  pro- 
perly before  the  beginning  of  tht  worlds  but  on  th 


dtgk  AfART  ih^  1^^  the  nouoa  of  ^e  Fathcp 
Ipeadup^  to  ^  $99  on  the  very  day  bcGoNre  the 
ocadon  favourSj  I  think,  of  a  later  age  than  that 
nf  Bamabas^  \j^  any.  thing  like  this  be  produc- 
fd  from  the  fcnptwesJ  If  this  be  a  jp/aMr«  it  is,  \ 
^hoi^  a  fuipiciqus  iularatm  of  iic  pre-^ifioict 
4  Ckri/f. 


SECTION       VI. 


Of  At  JbShrmi  of  the  miraculous  conception. 

1^  ezprefling  my  opinion  concerning  the 
prevalence  of  the  doftrine  of  the  fimple 
Inimanity  of  Chrift,  I  make  a  limitation,  fay- 
ing, ^^  This  language  has  all  the  appearance 
•*  of  an  apology  for  an  opinion  contrary  to 
^  the  general  and  prevailing  one;  as  that  of 
•*  the  humanity  of  Chrift  (at  leaft  with  the 
"  belief  of  the  miraculous  conception)  pro- 
**  bably  was  in  his  time."  This  my  criticifcr 
calls  **  a  very  great  inconfiftency,"  *  *'  the  Dr. 
he  fays,  ^^  has  no  right  to  aiTert  his  at  leafi 
*•  mitb  the  belief  of  a  miraculous  conception. 
"  The  infertion  Is  intirely  arbitrary,  and  thole 
"  who  know  left  of  the  author's  charaftcr  than 
**  we  do,  and  may  not  have  the  fame  well 
•'  grounded  aflurance  of  his  integrity,  may 
«  poffibly   be    led  to  imagine  that  he    intro- 
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"  duced  thofe  words  only  to  give   fomc   co' 
"  lourablc  pretext  to  his  own  principles." 

In  all  that  I  have  read  of  controverfial  ■ 
writing,  I  hardly  recoiled  any  inftance  of  a< 
more  groundlefs  and  pervcrfe  mifrcprefentation  ■ 
of  a  writer's  obvious  meaning  than  this,  on 
which  fo  loud  an  exclamation  is  founded. 
For  what  can  be  more  evident  than  that  I 
do  not  ufc  thefe-  wonls  as  thofe  of  Juftin- 
Martyr,  but  only  as  expreflive  of  an  opinion 
of  my  oijony  formed  from  all  the  circumftan- 
ces  put  together.  And  certainly  I  have  a  full . 
right  to  introduce  whatever  claufe  I  pleafe  in- 
to any  fentence  of  my  cwtf,  provided  that,  j 
as  in  this  cafe,  I  make  myfelf  only  anfwer- 
able  for  the  propriety  of  it.  i 

The  reafon  why  I  was  inclined  to  think  that  : 
the  do<5t;rine  of  the  miraculous  conception  was 
pretty  generally  received  by  the  Ebionites  in  the  . 
time  of  Juftin,  was,  that  Iienxus  palTcs  no  cen- 
fure  on  any  that  believed  that  do£^rine.  But  ic 
may  perhaps,  with  more  probability  be  infer- 
red, that  becaufe  neither  Juftin  Martyr  nor  Ire- 
nffus  fpcak  of  any  othet  Ebionites  than  thofe 
who  maintdined  that  Chrift  was  the  proper  fon  of 
Jofeph,  the  doftrine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion had  not  gained  any  ground  even  among, 
them  till  a  later  period.  I  Bnd  no  mention  of 
two  kinds  of  Ebionites  before  Origen.  I  re- 
peat  it,    however,    as  my    real  opinion,   thac  j 

the' 


ttiat  the   do&rine  of  the  humanitjr  of  Chrift 
{mx,  leaii  with  the  belief  of  the  miraculous  con-- 
ception)  was  the  more  general  faith  of  chrift- 
ians  in  the  time  x>f  Juftin  Martyr.    Now  let 
the  reader  judge  what  occafion  there  was  for 
1  -    the  fevere  ftriftures  on  this  paflage"^  that  I  have 
h  quoted    above.     In    general,   I    believe  it    is 
]     dioi3ght    that   I    exprefs   myfelf   fo  as   to    be 
I     underftood ;    at   leaft   I   endeavour    to  do    fo, 
I     but  I  can  never  undertake  to  guard  my  mean- 
ing frofn  fuch   unaccountable  conftruAions  as 
thefe. 

As  to  the  doftrinc  of  the  miraculous  conception 
ic/cl/^  it  is  not,  in  facl,  of  any  more  confequence 
to  the  Socinian>  than  it  is  to  the  Arian  or  the 
Athanafian  hypothefis  ;  for  ic  is  no  impedi- 
ment to  the  union  of  the  Arian,  or  the  Atha^ 
nafian  Logos,  to  the  human  nature  of  Chrifl:, 
that  his  body  was  derived  from  Jofcph.  For 
any  thing  that  we  can  judge,  a  man  produced 
in  the  natural  way  was  juft  as  proper  for  the 
refiidence  of  this  heavenly  inhabitant,  as  one 
made  on  purpofe;  and  if  it  was  fit  that  Chrift 
^fhould  have  a  human  nature  at  all,  it  may  be 
fuppofed  to  have  been  equally  fit,  that  he 
.  ihould  have  a  proper  human  nature  ^  differing 
as  little  as  poflTible  from  that  of  bis  brethren^ 
as  we  are  called*  There  is,  therefore,  no 
more  reafon  why  the  Arians  or  Athanafians, 
ihould  be  more  attached  to  the  belief  of  the 
miraculous     conception,    than    the    Socinians. 

The 
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The  dofb'iae  itfclf  connects  equally  well^  op 
equally  ill>  wltb  any  particular  hypothefis  coa-a 
ccroing  the  nature  of  Chrift. 

Bu[  ic  is  an  objection  which  affeAs  the 
Arian  hypothefis  only,  tfaat  upon  their  Ichcme 
Chrift  is  properly^  and  with  cefpeft  tor  his 
perfon  an  Uniqut  in  the  creation  ;  there  being  no 
flajs  at /pedes  of  fuch  beings,  ac  leaft  as  far  as  we 
are  informed  of;  a  being  created  on  puFpofe  to 
be  the  matter  of  all  things  under  God,  or  the 
medium  of  all  his  communications  to  man- 
kind. Whereas,  upon  the  Socinian  hypothefis, 
Chrift,  with  refpefl:  to  bis  perfon,  is  no  proper 
Uniqttt,  though  produced  in  a  fuper-natur?.! 
way  J  becaufe,  when  produced,  he  was  precifcly 
of  the  fame  cJafs  and  rank  with  other  men,  who, 
in  themfelves  confidered,  were  fully  equal  to  him 
in  all  refpefts.  Was  Adam  lefs  properly  a  taauy 
and  an  Unique,  merely  becaufe  the  manner  of  bis 
froditSiott  was  fo  ?  It  is  therefore  a  very  unfair 
rcprefentation  that  the  Reviewer  gives  of  this  bu- 
finefs  in  his  note*.  He  raighc  as  well  fay  that 
Enoch  and  Elijah  were  Uniques,  becaufe  there 
was  fomcthing  peculiar  in  their  manner  of  going 
out  of  the  world,  as  that  Chrift  was  (o,  becaufe 
there  was  fomething  peculiar  in  his  manner 
of  coming  into   it. 

Should  I  have  any  controverfy  with  a  Jew, 
I  Ihould   not    feel  myfelf    at  all  cmbarralTed 

•  P-  5^3. 
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witli  this  circumftancc  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion ;  as  I  ibould  not  hefitate  to  follow  the  exam- 
jjjc  of  the  candid  Juftin  Martyr  with  refpeS  to 
zii  telling  him,  that  he  was  at  full  liberty  to 
chink  as  he  fiiould  fee  reafon  to  do  on  that 
fubjeft  i  and  that  he  might  be  as  good  a  chriftian 
ss  the  Ebionices  were  before  him,  though  he 
^ould  believe  no  more  of  the  miraculous  con* 
thaa  they  bad  done. 


SECTION      vn. 

Mi/ceUaruoui  Nicies, 
I. 
'T'  D  O  acknowledge  that  I  have  inadvertently 
J.  made  Viitor  the  fucceflbr  of  Zcphyrinua, 
%ut  it  is  certainly  of  little  confcquence,  and 
whe  miftake  may  be  rectified  without  any  in- 
_3ury  to  my  argument.  I  remember  that  the 
:3iaBage  ftood  right  when  it  was  lirft  printed, 
%ut  was  altered,  I  cannot  recoiled;  how,  or 
'^hy,  in  the  proof  flieet.  Men  of  much  bufi» 
-siefs,  and  of  a  very  little  candour,  will  eafily 
■^xcufe  a  flip  of  this  kind. 

n. 

I  alfo  cannot  now  account  for  my  fiiying 
"xhat  Hermas  is  not  quolfcd  by  Irena^s,  when 
3t  was  a  thing  that  I  could  not  but  have  ob- 
served, or  read  of.  This,  however,  is  of  little 
TnooKnt,  And,  in  h%  the  roifbke  is  not  io 
great 
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great  as  it  feems  to  be.  For  Hernias  is  not 
quoted  b^  name  in  Irenxus,  and  when  all  the 
circumftanccs  are  confidercd,  1  even  think  ic 
may  admit  of  fomc  doubt  whether  the  ihort 
paflage  that  Irenxus  does  cite  was  intended 
by  him  for  a  quotation  from  Hermas.  The 
whole  paflage  is  as  follows  *,  "  The  fcrip- 
"  ture  therefore  well  fays,  In  the  firft  place 
"  believe  that  there  is  one  God,  who  created 
"and  eftablilhed  all  things,  making  them  out 
"  of  nothing;"  and  that  paflage  is  found  in 
the  piftor  of  Hermas,  |  but  we  have  only  a 
Latin  tranflation  of  Hermas,  and  therefore  can- 
not be  quite  lure  that  the  words  were  the  very 
fame,  and  the  fenfe  of  them  is  certainly  found 
ill  what  'is  properly  called  tise  Jcripiurt ;  and 
I  do  not  know  that  IrcnEUs  ever  quotes  any 
other  book  by  this  title  except  ihofe  which 
we  now  chara^erize  in  that  manner.  He  quotes 
no  other  author,  I  believe,  without  either  his 
name,  or  fome  title,  or  circumftance,  fulHcient- 
\j  dcfcriptive  of  him.  However,  I  do  not  in- 
fift  upon  this,  and  (hall  correct  the  paflage. 

Tertullian    fays    of    this  work    of  Hermas  § 
ah  omni  concilte  Ecclefiarum  inter  apocrypha  etfal/a 
judieatur.     It  is  rejeSled  as  fpurtous  by   all  the 
councils  ef  the  cbunbes. 
iXL 
With  refpeft  to  the  Alogi,  the  Reviewer  fays,  if 
"  why   fliould   it   be   doubted    that   there  were 
•  Lib,  4,  cap,  37,  p.  330.        ||  Lib.  z,  Maud.  1. 
%  De  Pudkicia  cap.  10,  p.  563*        t  P.  $zi, 

"  heretic? 
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**  berettcs  id  the  time  of  Epiphanlus  who  re^ 
*•  je£led  the  golpel  of  St.  John  ?  Were  there  not 
**  heretics  in  his  day,  and  long  before,  who  re- 
**  jcded  other  books  of  the  New  Teftament  ? 
<*  Dr.  Prieftley's  conjcSure  will  not  be  cafily 
**  admitted.  The  contrary  fuppoBtion  is  na- 
**  tural  a  priori,  and  it  has  the  Aipport  of 
••  hiftory  too." 

1  afk,  of  what  hiftory  before,  and  in.  fz&, 
befides,  that  of  Epiphanius.  It  is  fufficieoily 
evident  that  there  could  not  have  been  any 
who  rejeded  all  the  writings  of  John  before 
the  time  of  Eufcbius,  who  confiders  very  par- 
ticularly the  objections  that  had  been  made  to 
the  gcnuinencfs  of  the  other  books  ;  and  that 
the  fame  jflogi  fhould  rejed  thefc  books  af- 
ter ihe  time  of  Eufcbiusj  and  not  before,  is 
highly  improbable.  Epiphanius  himfelf  afcribes 
this  rejeftion  to  the  Jlogi  in  general,  and  not 
to  thofc  of  his  time  only  -,  and  he  fuppofes 
the  herefy  of  the  Ahgi  to  have  been  an  old 
one,  of  which  that  of  Thcodotus  was  a 
branch. 

As  to  the  tcftimony  of  Epiphanius,  efpeci- 
ally  concerning  thofe  againft  whom  he  writes 
with  fu  much  mvetcracy,  1  own  it  weighs  no 
more  with  me  than  it  did  with  Le  Clerc,  whofe 
opinion  of  this  writer  may  be  fecn  in  his  ec- 
clcGaftical 
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ddH^ca]  hiftorjr  f.     He  is  certainly  the  leaft 
to  be  depended  1:^0  of  any  of  the  fathers. 

The  Reriewcr  udds,  **  was  there  not  a  mo- 
•^  dern  difciple  of  Aricmon  who  rejefted,  if 
**  not  the  whole  of  St.  John's  gofpel,  yet  the 
••  introduftion  to  it  ?  It  is  but  proceeding  a 
**  ftep  farther  to  pronounce  the  whole  to  be 
••  ipurious." 

Though  a  Socinian  myfelf,  1  do  not  hold 
myfelf  obliged  to  defend  what  has  been  ad- 
vanced by  any  other  Socinian.  Like  men  who 
think  for  themfelves  we  differ  as  much  as  others 
"who  go  by  the  fame  common  name.  But  cer- 
tainly this  cenfure  is  illiberal  and  unjuft.  On 
■what  grounds,  S.  Crellius  rejeftcd  the  intro- 
duftion  of  St.  John,  I  cannot  tell.  His  grand- 
•ftther,  the  famous  John  Crellius,  did  not.  But 
it  has  always  been  deemed  a  fufEcienc  objec- 
tion to  the  genuinenefs  of  any  writings  that  it 
^Contains  opinions  which,  from  other  evidence, 
•»ppear  not  to  have  been  thofe  of  the  M;e  in 
whicli  it  was  fuppofed  to  have  been  written. 
So  far  am  I  from  rejefting  this  introduftion, 
that  I  think  it  inexplicable  except  upon  So~ 
ctnian  principles.  However,  between  rejefting 
this  iiitrodu£Iion,  and  rejcfting  the  whole  gefpel^ 
there  are  many  more  ftcps,  or  a  much  larger 
-ftep,  than  my   Reviewer  feems  to  imagine.    Z 
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liope  this  writtr  did  not  mean  t6  fnfinmte  thtt , 
Socinians  in  generd  imdce  ib  littk  abcocnt  cif 
the  gofpels,  or  any  pare  of  diem^  that  there 
is  bat  a  fmall  ftep  between  them  and  iinbe- 
lievers  j  tliough  by  fome  he  may  be  ib  tm- 
derftood. 


CONCLUSION. 

• 

THUS  have  1  prcfentcd  my  readers  with 
a  fair  and  candid  ftate  of  tlie  charges 
which  have  been  brought  againft  my  Jlifiory 
sf  the  Corruptions  of  Cbrijiianity  j  and  I  think  I 
have  made  it  appear,  that  all  the  real  ovcrfights 
arc  of  very  little  ccfnfequencc,  and  may  be  cafily 
reftificd  without  the  Icaft  injury  to  my  argu- 
ment in  any  one  place,  I  therefore  leave  it  with 
fny  readers  to  determine  whether  there  was  any  jufl: 
caufe  for  fuch  vehement  exclamation  as  that  with 
which  the  critic  begins  his  remarks.  "  When 
**  we  review  the  paflages  we  have  now  tranfcribed, 
*^  we  are  equally  grieved  and  aftonilhed.  Pm- 
**  culofum  eft  in  Limine  offen'dere !  We  are  grieved 
*'  to  fee  a  writer  of  Dr.  Prieftley's  eminence, 
**  and  who  hath  long  ftood  very  high,  even  in 
the  opinion  of  his  enemies,  for  integrity  of 
charafter,  laying  himfclf  fo  open  to  the  charge 
of  pcrverfion  and  mif-reprcfentation.  We  arc 
aftonilhed  at  his  rafhncfs,  though  we  know 
that  gfeat  zeal  doth  not  always  liflren  to  the 

inore  fciupulous  dictates  of  prudence.    But 
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f'.c&nmon  fcnfe  ftiould  at  leaft  teach  it  to  prc- 
«••  ferve  a  decent  appearance  j  and  in  matters 
"  that  fall  within  the  circle  of  hiftory,  and  where 
"  invention  can  have  no  play, '  a  writer  Ihould 
"  be  careful  not  to  give  his  enemies  caufc  for 
*'  exultation  by  pofuive  aflcrtions,  which  are  not 
**  only  without  proof,  but  in  direSi  opfofition  to 
"  it.  We  hope  that  Dr.  Prieftley  will  not  think 
"  that  we  are  become  his  enemies  for  fpeaking 
"  the  truth.  He  is  the  laft  perfon  that  can  with 
"  any  grace,  complain  of  a  freedom  of  this  fort. 
*'  He  often  invites  it  with  an  earneftnefs  which 
"  fliews  that  he  is  not  afraid  of  it.  We  rely  on 
**  his  candour  for  the  freedom  we  now  take  with 
"  him  ;  and  if  that  Ihould  prove  to  be  lefs  in 
"  power  than  it  is  in  form  (which,  however  we 
"  do  not  think  will  be  the  cafe)  we  Ihall  reft 
"  fatisfied  with  the  integrity  of  our  own  mo- 
*•  tives."  Such  an  attempt  to  alarm  the  public, 
and  prejudice  the  minds  of  their  readers  againfl  it, 
ought  certainly  to  have  hadfome  better  foundation. 

-  As  to  tliJs  v/riter's  integrity,  I  do  not  call  it  in 
qucftion  ;  but  am  very  willing  to  account  for 
his  miftakes  and  mif-rcprcfemations  on  princi- 
ples fimilar  to  thofe  on  which,  with  fome  de- 
gree of  candor,  he  accounts  for  what  he  fuppo- 
fed  to  be  mine.  Every  effect  muft  have  an  ad- 
equate caufe,  and  I  cannot  account  for  this  wri-" 
ter's  very  feverc  and  highly  unjuft  treatment  of 
my  book  without  fuppcfing  that-  he  looked  inr  : 
to  it  (from  what  caufe  I  cannot  divine)  with  ^ 
a  very,  ^^ 


concerning    Chrift.  ^a 

a  vcrjr  eager  dcfirc  to  find  fault  with  it,  and 
to  cipofe  it.  A  good  natured  critic  might 
ktvc  pointed  out  the  fame  overfights^  and  have 
(hewn  how  they  might  be  corrected  without 
lof  real  injury  to  the  work. 

It  is  not  eafy,    in    a  work    of  fuch  extent^ 

^e  materials  for  which   were    neceflarily    coU 

^fied  at  difTerent  times,  to  put  the  whole  to-^ 

gether  (when  fome  of  the  fads,  and  the  eTidence 

or  them  muft    have  been  in    part  obliterated 

A-om  the  miAd)  without  making  inconfiderable 

nriiftakes.    No  firft  edition  of  any  large  hiftorical 

^v'ork  was  ever  free  from  them.    All  thefc  I 

A^all  be  as    folicitous    to  redtify    as  any  per^ 

'^si  can  be  to  find  them  outs  ^nd  every  inti* 

n^ation  of  this  kind  I  (hall   willingly  receive^ 

licther  it  comes  from  a  friend  or  a  foe. 


I  have  already  drawn  out  a  lift  of  fuch  Cor-- 
^^^iotts  and  Additions  as  I  think  of  any  con- 
^c}ucncc,  and  if  there  be  another  edition  of  the 
^^''ork,  I  may  perhaps  alter  the  conftruftion  of 
^me  other  paffages  which  readers  of  the  fame  turn 
^^"ith  this  Reviewer  may  mifunderftand.  But 
^  cannot  pretend  to  write  for  fuch  readers. 
^^  would  be  giving  a  great  deal  of  time  to 
^^ry  little  purpofe,  and  after  all  might  not 
"^c  cfFcdual ;  for  it  is  no  uncommon  thing  to 
^^l)our  ftyle  into  obfcurity.  I  write  for  the 
"^vilk  of  readers,  who    have  fome    candour  as 

II  as  good  fenfot    We  do  not  in  this  c^ff- 
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^  iFjr  Build  our  houfes  fb  as  to  have  nothing  t6 
fear  from  hurricanes  or  earthquakes.  It  isr  'i 
enough  to  guard  them  againft  more  commori'^ 
accidents*  | 

This  Hiftory  of  the  Corruptions  of  Chriftianify  \ 
is   a  wofk  that  I  have  long   had   in    view.    I'- 
confider  it  as  the  mod  ufefuh  and  therefore  I 
wiih   to  make    it    the  moft  correct  of  all  my 
publications.     Nothing  fhall  be  wanting  on  my 
part  to  make  it  fo,  and  I   hope    my   enemies  • 
will   not  be  wanting  on  theirs.     My  objed>  \ 
truft,  is  truth.    I   fhall   purfue  it  with,  fairnefs^ 
and  without  fear  of  confequences,  and  I  fhall 
confider  every  man  as  adting  with  me  who  fhall 
aid  me  in  the  purfuit.     Oppofition  is  what  I  aU 
ways  expeded)  and  in  reality  do  not  diflike.     In^ 
deed  no  peifon  ought  toflep  into  the  great  am« 
phitheatre  of  the  public,  who  is  not  willing  to 
take  his  chance  for  all  accidents  (for  treatment 
fair  and  unfair)  and  who  is  not  prepared  to  meet 
'  them.     Fdw  perfons  have  been  more  difciplined 
in  this  way  than  myfclf,  and  therefore  I  mull  be 
made  of  bad  materials  indeed,  if  I  be  not  better 
prepared  than  molt  others  for  all  thefe  events* 
It  will  be  happy  if  the  difcipline  of  this  life  in 
general   prepare  me  as  well  for  the  exercifes  of 
another. 

It  may  amufe  fome  of  my  readers  to  be  in- 
formed that,  excepting  a  copy  of  vcrfes  prefixed 
Peter  Annet's  fhort  handf|'||^ittcn  when  I  wat 

a  fchogi 


a  ickool  boyi  my  firft  eflay  for  the  pr^-fs  was  /In. 

article  in  the  Monthly  Review;   fo  that  when 

I  was  twenty  I  was  placed  upon  the  bench>  and 

now  at  fifty  I  ftand  at  the  bar^  and  fometimea 

perhaps  before    fuch  judges  as  I   myfelf  then 

was.    From  this  awful  tribunal^  though  my  real 

merit  has  been  nearly  the   fame^  I  have  fome- 

times  received  the  mod  virulent  cenfure,  and 

at   others   the  greateft    applaufe,    when  I  have 

been  confcious   to  myfelf  that  I  have  not  been 

catided  to  either.  But  undue  praife  may  ferve 

to    counterbalance  undue  cenfure. 

-As  to  my  literary  reputation,  I  caii  truly  fay 
that,  little  as  it  may  be,  it  is  quite  fufficienc 
to  content  me,  and  it  ought  to  be  fo,  for  it 
is  fomething  mOre  than  I  deferve.  I  can  pre-* 
tend  to  no  fuch  Juperior  qualifications  as  my 
prcfent  critic,  whether  in  earned  or  not,  has 
thought  proper  *  to  afcribe  to  me,  Succcfs  in 
f^ch  purfuits  as  I  have  been  engaged  in,  I 
Well  know,  requires  no  great  extent  of  men- 
tal power,  but  God  has  been  pleafcd  to  give 
n^e  an  aftive,  and  I  hope  an  honeft  mind  ; 
^ricd  when  a  man  is  always  bufily  feeking,  with 
his  eyes  fairly  open,  and  efpccially  in  places 
^Here  others  are  afraid  to  go,  he  will  fome- 
tirties  find  things  worth  looking  for,  and  that 
l^ad  efcapcd  more  timid  refearchers. 
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.tt  has  pleafed  God,  in  the  courfe  of  his  pro' 
vidence,  to  open  my  own  eyes,  after  having 
been  educated  in  all  the  gloom  and  darknefi 
of  Calvinirm,  and  I  am  determined  (in  conjunc- 
tion with  my  philofophical  refearches)  to  do  all 
that  I  can"  to  open  the  eyes  of  others.  With 
this  objeft  in  view,  I  am  ready,  with  the  apoftlej, 
to  go  through  evil  report  as  well  as  good  report ; 
and  whatever  of  aftive  life  may  remain  to  me, 
I  am  rcfolved  to  make  the  moft  of  it  -,  there 
being,  as  the  faying  is,  re^  enough  in  the  grave, 
I  have  no  higher  wilh  with  rcfpeft  to  this  life,  * 
than  to  live  and  die  in  'the  various  purfuits 
in  which  I  am  now  engaged  j  and  I  hope  to 
rife  to  a  fcene  of  equal  aftivity,  and  of  equal- 
ly pleafurable  and  ufeful  purfuits,  in  a  future 
life. 


e  K  >  A  T  u  u. 
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Y  defign  in  writing  the  Hiftwi*  of  the 
Q^TUptiims  of  CbHfiianity,  it  will 
ty  be  perceived,  was  to  compofe  a  work 
for  the  life  of  all  chriftians,  learned^ 
iinkamed,  and,  indeed,  chiefly  the 
Liter.  Alio  having  an  extenfive  objedb 
Fore  me,  I  did  not  give  much  more  at- 
ition  to  one  part  of  the  fcheme  than 
[to  another.  On  thefe  accounts  I  avoided 
aiU  unneceffary  quotations  from  original 
writers  in  the  languages  in  which  they 
•wrote,  -efpecially  in  Greek,  which  I  had 
.great  difficulty  in  getting  printed;  but  I 
gave  fome  paffages  that  were  of  particular 
value,  in  Latin,  and  diftinctly  referred  to 
as  many  others  as  I  had  aftually  made 
ufc  of  myfelf ;  making  a  point  of  referring 
to  none,  at  firft  or  fecond  hand,  of  which 
I  (aw  any  reafon  to  doubt. 


It  has  happened  that  hitherto  the  firfl 
article  in  my  work,  viz.  The  Hifiory  of 

a  Opinions 
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Opinicfis  concerning  Cbrifl^  has  attracled  tli 
more  particular  notice  of  critics,  whic 
has  led  itre  to  ftudy  this  fubjeft  mor 
than  I  fhould  otherwife  have  done;  an 
I  think  it  will  probably  engage  my  at^ — ' 
ttntion  fome  time  longer.  Indeed,  as  tli^ 
queftion  is  of  particular  importance,  I  thinlfiS 
it  right  to  take  every  method  in  my  powei^ 
to  invite  and  promote  the  fulleft  -difcdT — 
fion  of  it.  With  this  view,  I  replied  to^ 
fome  remarks  of  a  writer  in  the  Monthly^ 
Review,  which,  though  not  in  the  leafed 
afFefting  my  principal  argument,  gave  me^ 
an  opportunity  to  add  fome  new  illuf-  - 
trations. 

Dr.  Horfley's  Charge  to  his  Clergy  has 
afforded  me  another  opportunity  of  re-ex- 
amining the  fubjefti  and  the  refult,  which 
is  now  before  the  reader,  has  been,  as  I 
think,  a  farther  illuftration  and  a  ftronger 
confirmation  of  my  original  pofition,  viz, 
that  the  belief  that  Chrift  was  a  mere  man, 
naturally  poffeffed  of  no  other  powers  than 
other  men  have,  but  a  diftinguifhed  mef- 
fenger  of  God,  and  the  chief  inftrument 

in 
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I  ius  hands  (qt  the  good  of  men,  wa»  the 
I  faitJi  of  the  chri^i^  <^i:ch>  coa- 
Hng  both  of  Jews  {io4  Qeii^es. 

This  controverfy,  I  hope,  wUI  contuuie, 
ker  with  Dr.  Horlley,  or  fpnie  other 
rlbn.  Nothing,  however,  ihjiU  he  vraat- 
;  <»»  my  part  to  j^eep  it  vp,  fo  Jong  as 
r  new  U^t  fliidl  apf>?ar  to  be  thrown 
L  lite  ,^edioa  in  debate ;  and  a6er  ibis 
Iiatend  to  >cQnipofe  an  entire  woi'k  on  this 
only ;  ftating,  in  as  clear  a  Ught 
B I  ftiaH  be  able,  the  evidence  of  the  above 
rimportant  truth  (for  fuch  I  cannot  help 
I  tonfidering  it)  as  it  (hall  then  appear  to 
I  saSt  with  all  the  proper  authorities  in  the 
I  original  languages,  and  leave  it  to  make 
J  whatever  uDproHioin  it  may  on  the  minds 
I j^f  others,  having  llien  done  my  duty  with 
ito  it- 


In  the  mean  time,  I  am  by  no  xaeans 

Ijuine    in    my  expedlaticuis   from    the 

:  fdf  .the  moft  forcible  arguments,  on 

nuDds  of  thofe  w^  are  at  prefent 

a  2  indifpofed 
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indifpofed  to  receive  the  opinion  that 
contend  for,  in  confequence  of  ftrong'  ear 
prejudices  in  favour  of  a  different  on 
prejudices  which  have  been  confirmed  1 
much  reading,  thinking,  and  converfatio 
efpecially  if  thofe  who  are  influenced  1 
them.be  advanced  in  life.  It  is  hap] 
for  the  caufe  of  truth,  as  well  as  other  v 
luable  purpofes,  that  man  is  mortal;  at 
that  while  the  fpecies  continues,  the  ind 
viduals  go  off  the  flage.  For  otherwife  tl 
whole  fpecies  would  foon  arrive  at  i 
maximum  in  all  improvements,  as  indiv 
duals  now  do. 

if  any  perfon  ought  to  have  candoi 
for  others  in  this  refpedt,  /ought;  havir 
had  abundant  experience  of  the  difficuli 
with  which  deep-rooted  prejudices  gr 
way  to  the  ftrongeft  evidence,  even  wh( 
the  mind  is  naturally  aftive,  and  the  a 
tention  is  conftantly  kept  in  a  ftate 
inquiry.  On  this  account,  a  fhort  hiAc 
of  the  progrefs  of  my  own  thoughts  wi 
refpedt  to .  this  lubjedt  may  be  ufef uL    1 

myf 
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the  refleftiohs  upon  it  is  highly  fb^ 
the   fame  time  that  it  is  not  a  little 
ibling. 


^^^  ^ving  hecn  educated  in  the  ftrifteft 
puciples  of  Calvinifm,  and  haviilg  from 
ly  early  years  had  a  ferious  turn  of  mind, 
loted  no  doubt  by  a  weak  and  fickly 
itution,  I  was  very  fincere  and  zealous 
my  belielf  of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  j 
d  this  continued  till  I  was  about  nine- 
n;  and  then  I  was  as  much  fhocked  on 
ring  of  any  who  denied  the  divinity  of 
'Chrift  (thinking  it  to  be  nothing  lefs  than 
\  impiety  and  blafphemy)  as  any  of  my  op- 
tjx)nents  can  be  now.  I  therefore  truly  feel 
Jfor  them,  and  moft  fincerely  excufe  them. 

r 

About  the  age  of  twenty,  being  then 
.an  a  regular  courfe  of  theological  ftudies,  I 
law  reafon  to  change  my  opinion,  and  be- 
,  came  an  Arian ;  and  notwithftanding  what 
Appeared  to  me  a  fair  and  impartial  fludy 
qf  the  fcriptures,  and  though  I  had  no  bias 
on  my  mind  arifmg  from  fublcribed  creeds, 
and  confeflions  of  faith,  6cc.  I  continued  in 

a  3  that 
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that  pettaa^oti  fifteen  of  flxt^ol  feir§;M 
yet  iii  &^t  time  I  was  Welt  SM^i^t^ 
with  Dr.  Lardner,  Dr.  Fleming,  a.niLfi¥6lli 
other  zealous  Socinians,  efpecialy  my  friend 
Mr.  Grahatn.  The  fifft  thedlc^kstl  hzSt 
ef  itiine  (whkh  was  on  the  do^finl6  itfl 
atonement)  was  p^iblifh^  at  the  pAtl^^iffiti 
requeft,  and  under  the  ditedtiori  bf  EM 
Lardner;  and  he  approving  of  the  fdkeiti 
which  I  had  then  formed,  of  givtiS^ 
Ihort  view  (which  was  all  that  I  hdd  the^ 
thought  of )  of  the  progrefs  of  the  cori'ttjp 
tions  of  chriftianity,  he  gave  nie  t  fen 
hints  with  refpe6t  to  it.  But  ^11  I  cc>li 
tinned  till  after  his  death  indifpofed  to  tft 
Socinian  hypothefls.  After  this,  eontihuifh 
my  ftudy  of  the  fcriptures,  with  the  hd| 
of  his  Letters  on  the  Logos,  I  at  lengiS 
changed  my  opinion,  and  became  what  t 
tailed  a  Socinian;  and  in  this  I  fee  con- 
tinu&lly  more  reafon  to  acquiefce,  thotlgl 
it  was  a  long  time  before  the  ^rl^meh^ 
ill  fevour  of  it  did  more  ttem  bareJy'pft 
ponderate  in  my  fflirtd.  Fdr  the  afguttiihil 
which  had  the  j^incipal  weight  VrHH  tU 
at  that  time,  and  particularly  thofi^  t6t) 
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ff  JStficijbljre  y^\^  ia  long  retardlcd  my 
f}l9lpjPI /c)f  of^^  my  readers  to  thv 

S«?llapi^  vqL  iii,  p.  345.         , 

} ;  j[  wi»8<  gpss^j  QQnfirnKd  in  this  dof^^^i^iS 

fit^jl  ^f9»  fuUy  Iv^tisfi^  that  q»n  is  of  an 

^flfjkit^  comppfitioa,  af)4  wholly  moctal) 

iil^  t^t  the  4o&nmp{  a  fi9pai;ate  imnaate-f 

|)4  IcwlI*  capable  pf  ifenfation  and  a6lion 

vrfaen  the  hody  is  in  the  grave,  is  a  notion 

bonrowed  from  heathen  philofophy,    and 

Unknown  to  the  fcriptiires.    Of  this  I  had 

^r  a  long  time  a  xaQxtfuffUcioni  but  having 

^afually  mentioned  it  as  fuch,  and  a  violent 

outcry  bein^g*  raifed  againfl  me  on  that  ac-* 

coanti  \  was  induced  to  give  the  greateft 

attention  to  the  queftion>  to  examine  it  in 

every  light,  and  to  invite  the  fulleft  dif- 

cvilion  of  it.    This  terminated  in  as  full 

a  convidlion  with  refpe£l  to  this  fubje£t  as 

1  have  with  refpeft  to  any  other  whatever. 

Th$  reaibns  on  which  that  convi6lion  is 

founded  may  be  feen  in  my  Difquiftfiom 

Mr  Matter  and  Spirit y  of  which  I  have  lately 

pi^Ufliod  ^  new  and  improved  edition. 

a  4  Bemg 
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Being  now-  fully  perfuaded  that  CHri 
was  a  man  like  ourfelves,  and  confequend 
that  his  pre-exi{lence>  as  well  as  that  C 
other  men,  was  a  notion  that  had  no  foun 
dation  in  reafori  or  in  the  fcriptures;  an 
having  been  gradually  led  (in  confequeiic 
of  wiftiing  to  trace  the  principal  comi{ 
tions  of  chriftianity)  to  give  particular  a1 
tention  to  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,  I  could  nc 
help  thinking  but  that  (fince  the  doflrin 
of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift  was  not  th 
do6lrine  of  the  fcriptures,  and  therefoi 
could  not  have  been  taught  by  the  apoftlei 
there  muft  be  fome  traces  of  the  rife  an 
progrefs  of  the  doflrine  of  the-trinity,  an 
fome  hiftorical  evidence  that  unitarianiji 
was  the  general  faith  of  chriftians  in  th 
apoftolical  age,  independent  of  the  evident 
which  arofe  from  its  being  the  doflrine  a 
the  fcriptures. 

In  this  ftate  of  mind,  the  reader  ml 
eafily  perceive  that  I  naturally  expe£)»d  t 
find,  what  I  was  previoufly  well  periuadc 
was  to  be  founds  and  in  time  I  coUefte 
much  more  evidence  than  I  at  firft  ca 

pc£tei 
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piM,  «^iidean^the  eiBiily-nie,  aAd'  the 
^il^i«^~:UfiliyBrijdfpt^  of  wha^  I  deem 
to  heria  xadkA^  oorn^tioA  of  the  geiiuiile 
chiiffian:  do£^rine»  This  evidence 'I  hiy9 
frtdylaid  belore  the  readdr.  He  muft 
JQ^gB'Of 'the  weight  of  it,  and  alfd  ixiafce 
ijbabncr  allowance  he  may  think  npcefiarjF 
ftr  mj  partsGular  fituation  and  prgudices* 


V-.f*   1%     4.     t 


'    Tarn  well  aware  that  it.  is  naturally  im« 
poflible  that  the  evidence  I  have  produced 
fliould  imprefs  the  minds  of  thofe  who  are 
Arians  or  Athanalians,  as  it  ^wiil  thofe  of 
Socinians ;  •  nor  are  men  to  be  convinced 
of  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift,  by  ar- 
guments of  this  kind.    They  muft  begin, 
as  I  did,  with  the  ftudy  of  the  fcriptures ; 
and  whatever  be  the  refult  of  that  ftudy, 
it  will  be  impoffible  for  them,  let  them 
difcipline  their  minds  as  they  will,  not  to 
^  influenced  in  the  hiftorical  inquiry,  as 
•I  was  by  their  previous  perfuafion  con- 
ccrfiing  the  futgeft  of  it.     If,  however, 
tiiey  (hould  be  fo  far  imprefTed  with  the* 
iiiftorical  arguments,  as  to  think  it  probable 

^t  the  chriftian  church  was;  in  a -very 

early 
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early  period^  umtarian;  it  will,  iio  c 
lead  them  to  exped,  that  they  fhal 
the  dodrkie  of  the  icriplure&»  truly 
preted^  to  be  jfo  toOj 

With  refpe£l  to  myfelf,  I  do  not 
that  I  can  do  any  thing  more.  Beinj 
fuaded,  as  I  am,  from  the  fludy  c 
fcriptures,  that  Chrift  is  properly  a 
I  cannot  ceafe  to  think  fo  s  nor  can  '. 
Gbly  help  the  influence  of  that  perfi 
in  my  hiflorical  refearches.  Let 
perfons  write  as  freely  on  their  refp 
hypothefis  as  I  have  done  on  mine 
then  indifferent  perfons^  and  efp( 
yoimger  perfons^  whofe  minds  have  n 
quired  the  ftiffnefs  of  ours,  who  are  t 
fifty,  may  derive  benefit  from  it. 

Firm  as  my  perfuafion  now  is  cor 
ing  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift  (; 
fuafion  that  has  been  the  flow  grow 
year9>  and  the  refult  of  much  anxiou 
patient  thinking)  I  do  not  know  ths 
the  courfb  of  my  enquiry,  I  have 
under  thie  influence  of  prejudice  more 
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all  other  men  maxnH]^  »e,  A»  to  reputa- 
imv  a  noA  itiay '  ^iiiguHh  himiblf  juft 
»  much  by  the  defence  of  ofdfyftems,  a^ 
fcy  the  erc^ion  of  new  ones'j  but  I  have 
neither  formed  any  new  fyftcms,  nor  have  I 
^Utictflarly  diftingriilhcd  myfelf  in  the  de- 
fence of  old  ones.  When  I  firft  became 
in  Aiiaii,  ^nd  afterwards  a  Sociitian,  I  was 
Only  a  convert,  in  company  with  many 
oftcrs;  and  wa$  far  from  having  any 
thoughts  of  troubling  the  world  with  pub- 
lications on  the  fubjefV.  This  I  have  been 
led  to  do  by  a  feries  of  events,  of  which  I 
had  no  forefight,  and  of  which  I  do  not 
fe  the  iffue, 

The  conclufion  that  I  have  formed  with 
rcfpefl  to  the  fubjeft  of  this  work,  and  my 
exertions  in  lupport  of  it,  are,  however, 
^onftantly  afcribed  by  my  opponents  to  a 
^i^rcc  of  prqudice  and  prepoffeffion,  fo  ftrong 
^sto  pervert  my  judgment  in  the  plaineft  of 
^11  cafes.  Of  this  I  may  not  be  a  proper 
J^dge }  but  analogy  may  be  fome  guide  to 
'Myfelf  as  well  as  to  others  in  this  cafe. 

Now, 
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^  Now»  what  appears  to  have  been  my  dif- 
pofition  in  other  (imilar  cafes?  Have  I  been 
particularly  attached  to  hypotbefes  in  philo- 
iophy,  even  to  my  own,  which  always  create 
a  ftrong^r  attachment  than  thofe  of  other 
perfons  ?  On  the  contrary,  I  will  venture  to 
fay  that  no  perfon  is  generally  thought 
to  be  lefs  fo;  nor  has  it  been  imagined 
that  my  purfuits  have  been  at  all  defeated 
or  injured,  by  any  prepofleffion  in  favour 
of  particular  theories  j  and  yet  theories  arc 
as  apt  to  miflead  in  philofophical  as  in 
any  other  fubjefts.  I  have  always  fhewn 
the  greateft  readinefs  to  abandon  any  hy- 
pothefis  that  I  have  advanced,  and  even 
defended  while  I  thought  it  defenfible, 
the  moment  I  have  fufpe6led  it  to  be  ill 
.  founded,  whether  the  new  fads  that  have 
refuted  it  were  discovered  by  myfelf  or 
ethers.  My  friends  in  general  have  blamed 
me  for  my  extreme  facility  in  this  refpefl. 
And  if  I  may  judge  of  myfelf  by  my  own 
feelings,  after  the  clofefl  examination  that 
J  can  give  myfelf,  I  am  juft  the  fame  with 
refpe£t  to  theology. 


la 
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<#iaii  Fil^ld'kt'^Jfil^efent.  Noi#,  if  1117  oi^. 
MSSlifM^tkaAMjl;  and  defending  opinions 
BIJinM^  "'fi^^rtttr  ^  to  my  opponents  repre- 
fik£^"«b;^^'^'2e  not  longL  ago  put  a 
il^%6'^%^ain^,  and  fix  me  a  Trini- 
tai^/iV  iti'  Atiah?  Let  thofe  who  have 
§jNiefi  ^bxK^ef  prtofi  of  their  minds  being 
^tt^^td  ctitiviftk^  th^  mine  has  been, 
fbroW'A^^fiHl  ilitiie  at  me. 

^^ '  faskicdl' aware  of  the  nature  and  force  of 

diat  oppofition  and  obloquy,  to  which  I  am 

cxpofing  myfelf  in  confequence  of  writing 

-  my  Hijlery  of  the  Ckrruptions  ofChriftiamtj^  the 

moft  valuable,  I  truft>  of  all  my  publications ; 

and  efpecially  in  confequence  of  the  pains 

that  have  been  taken  to  magnify  and  expofe 

a  few  inaccuracesy  to  winch  all  works  of 

a  fihiilar  nature,  have  been,  and  ever  muft 

be  fulged.     But  I  have  the  fuUeft  per- 

fuafion  diat  the  real  overfigfats  in  it  are 

of  the  fmaHeft  magnitude,  and  do  not  at 

all  afie£t  any  one  pofition  or  argument  in 

my  work^  as  I  hope  to  £itisfy  all  candid 

judges ; 
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judges;  and  as  to  mere  cavil  and  reproach, 
I  thank  God,  I  am  well  able  to  bear  it. 

Tike  odium  I  brought  upon  mjIetE  .^ 
mamtaixung  the  do6tnnes  of  materialifm 
neceffity^  without  attempting  to  cover  4»f 
faften  terms  c^  fo  frightful  a  founds  axud 
without  palliating  any  of  their  coniequeacesT^ 
was  unijpeakably  greater  than  what  this  bujli^ 
nefs  can  bring  upon  me.  At  the  beginnin|g^ 
of  that  controverfy  I  had  few,  very  few 
indeed,  of  my  neareft  friends,  who  were 
with  me  in  the  argument.  They,  however, 
who  knew  me,  knew  my  motives  and  cx- 
cufed  me;  but  the  chriftian  world  in  ge- 
neral regarded  me  with  the  greateft  ab- 
horrence. I  was  coniidered  as  an  unprin- 
rdpled  infidel,  either  an  atheift,  or  in  league 
with  atheifts.  In  this  light  I  was  repeat- 
iCdly  exhibited  in  all  the  public  papers; 
.and  the  Monthly  Review,  and  other  Re- 
views, with  all  the  iimilar  publications  of 
*he  day,  joined  in  the  popular  cry.  But  a 
■few  years  have  feen  the  end  of  it.  At 
leaft  all  that  is  left  would  not  difturb  the 
mercft  novice  in  thefe  things.    The  confe- 

quence 
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^uence  (which  I  now  enjoy)  is  a  great  in- 
cceafe  of  raat»iafifts;  not  of  atheiftical  ones, 
iame  will  fBlI  ref)refent  it,  but  of  die 
feiiotss^  the  moft  ratkuial,  and  cxm- 
it  chriiHans. 


li. 


A  fimilar  iflue  I  firmly  e^e£l:  from  the 
it  coRtroveify,  impromifmg  as  it  may 
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^incibc 


in  the  eyes  of  fome,  who  are  ilruck 
l^th  what  is  fpedoufly  and  confidently 
For  my  own  part,  I  truly  rejcricc 
the  prdcBt  appearance  of  things ;  as  I 
tliat  much  good  will  arife  from  the 
dttentian  that  will  by  this  means  be  drawn 
upGfa  the  !6ab}e6ti  and  as  I  hope  I  refpeSfc 
the  liand  of  God  in  every  thing,  I  thank 
him  for  leading  me  into  this  bufinefs ;  as  I 
hope  to  have  occafion  to  thank  him,  feme 
years  hence,  for  leading  me  through  it, 
and  with  as  much  advantage  as  I  have  been 
led 'thrbugh  the  other* 

It  is,  indeed,  :my  firm,  and  it  is  my  joyful 
perfuafion,  that  there  is  a  wife  Providence 
over-roling  :all  inquiries,  as  well  as  other 
events.    The  ^wifdom  of  God  has  appeared, 

as 
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as  I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out^.  even 
the  corruptions  of  Chriftianity,  and  tl 
fpread  of  error ;  and  it  is  equally  confpiq 
OU8  in  the  difcovery  and  propagation  i 
truth.. 

I  am  far  from  thinking,  that  that  gre 
fieing  who  fuperintends  all  things,  guid 
my  pen,  any  more  than  he  does  that  of  n 
fierceft  opponent;  but  I  believe  that  I 
means  of  our  joint  labours,  and  tho 
of  all  who  engage  in  theological  contn 
verfy  (which  is  eminently  ufeful  in  roufir 
men  to  the  utmoft  exertion  of  their  facu 
ties)  he  is  promoting  his  own  excellej 
purpofes,  and  providing  for  the  prevalen 
of  truth,  in  bis ''own  due  time  i  and  in  th 
general  profpedt  we  ought  all  equally  ' 
rejoice. 

It  becomes  us,  however,  to  confider,  th 
they  only  will  be  entitled  to  praife,  who  jd 
in  carrying  on  the  defigns  of  provident 
with  righ  views  of  their  own ;  who  a 
actuated  by  a  real  love  of«  truths  and  al 
by  that  candour  and  benevolence,  which 

fen 
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fcnfe'  of  our  common  difficulties  in  the  in- 
v^fft^tion  of  truth  moft  effeftually  in- 
^Ifts.  A  man  who  has  never  changed  an 
dpihibn,  cannot  have  much  feeling  of  this 
fifficultyj  and  therefore  cannot  be  ekpefted 
to  have  much  candour,  uniefs  his  difpofi- 

ticm  be  uncommonly  excellent.  I  ought 
to  have  more  candour  than  many  others, 
becaufe  I  have  felt  more  than  many  can 

pretend  to  have  done,  the  force  of  thofe 
obftacles  which  retard  our  progrefs  in  the 
fearch  of  truth. 

With  much  tranquility,   a  tranquility 
acquired  by  habit,  but  more  approaching 
to  a  p!ea(ing  alacrity,  than  to   any  un- 
cafy  apprehenfion,  I  (hall  wait  the  iffue  of 
the  prefent  controverfyj  freely  retracing 
whatever   I  fhall  be   found   to  have  ad- 
vanced with  too  little  confideration :  mo- 
^rating  any  thing  on  which  I  (hall  appear 
to  have  laid  too  much  ftrefs,  and  ur^ng 
^ith  the  greateft  freedom  every  new  argu- 
ment or  illuftration  that  may  occur  to  me, 
^11 1  (hall  have  nothing  of  confequence  to 

b  allege. 
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allege.  After  this  I  (hall  no  longer  re* 
ply  to  particular  opponents,  but  content 
myfelf  with  making  fuch  carreSiions  and 
improvements  cither  in  my  Hifiory  or  my 
intended  View  of  the  doBrine  of  the  fipft 
ages  of  the  chrifiian  churchy  concerning  the 
perfon  of  Chrijiy  as  I  may  fee  necellary^  fub- 
mitting  every  thing  to  the  judgment  of 
thofe  who  may  think  proper  to  give  any 
attention  to  the  fubjeft. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  Preface  without 
cautioning  our  readers  not  to  imagine  that 
this  is  a  mere  trial  of  (kill  between  me  and 
my  opponents.  It  is  the  opening  of  a  fe* 
rious  and  important  controverfy,  tending 
to  decide  whether  the  chriftian  church  in 
the  age  of  the  apoftles  was  Unitarian  or 
Trinitarian;  which,  independently  of  any 
arguments  from  particular  texts  of  fcrip- 
ture,  will  aflKt  us  to  determine  whether  the 
do£lrine  of  the  trinity,  which  has  had  fo 
long  poffeflion  of  the  minds  of  the  chriftian- 
world  be  a  real  doftrine  of  chriftianity,  or 
one  of  its  oldeft  and  worft  corruptions. 

Iwi(h 


ft 
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-^    I  wi(h  to  dr»9r,ou(  the  ablell  men,  both 

jja  the  Trinitaiiau  and  the  Arian  fide  of  the 

i  j|jiefti0n ;  and  I  hope  that  I  (hall  not  long 

I  ht  the  principal  'On  the  proper  unitarian 

\  i^e.    My  Vindicator  is  much  better  quali- 

f  4cd  to  take  this  place,  and  leave  me  that  of 

I  'Snxiliary. 

1. 

I  would  farther  obfervc,  that  in  a  con- 

troverfy  fo  various  and  extenfive  as  this  will 
probably  be,  it  (hould  not  be  imagined  that 
the  queftion  is  abfolutcly  decided  when  any 
.particular  advantage  is  gained  on  either  fide. 
iAll  men  are  liable  to  overfights;  but  a  ju- 
dicious reader  will  confider  the  extent  and 
confequences  of  an  overiight,  and  particu- 
larly whether  it  affefts  the  queftion  itfelf, 
or  the  writer  only. 


Efpecially,  let  not  perfons,  who  are  not 
tfaemfelves  much  converfant  in  ecclefiafli- 
cal  hiftory,  conclude  that  when  any  writer 
has  g^ed  2kfeeming  advantage,  it  is  there- 
fore a  real  znd ^al  one,  but  let  them  wait 
till  hb  opponent  has  been  heaid.  On  the 
firft  appearance  of  Dr.  Horfley's  Charge, 

b  2  many 
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many  peribns  confidered  it  as  decifive  againfll 
me.  Others  may  now  think  as  favourahIj|:| 
of  my  fide  of  the  argument.  But  let  aUj 
perfons  fufpend  their  judgment  till  they  fem 
that  we  have  nothing  of'confequence  tod 
allege  farther,  and  let  a  reafonable  time  bev 
given  to  each  of  us.  Ai 

n 

To  the  Letters  to  Dr.  Horjky,  I  havens 
fubjoined  a  Poftfcript  of  fupplemental  anA-i 
mifcellaneous  matters  s  and  efpecially  ^ijum^  ^ 
mary  view  of  all  the  evidence  that  I  haved 
hitherto  been  able  to  coUeft,  and  maxims  g/^q 
hiftorical  criticifm^  with  which  the  feveralii 
articles  may  be  compared.     I  wifti  that  myd 
opponents  would  take  the  fame,  or  any 
fimilar  method,  in  order  to  bring  the  con- 
troverfy  to  a  more  eafy,  Ipeedy,  and  fatifr 
fadlory  termination. 

I  have  likewife  added  fome  notice  of  the 
writer  in  the  Monthly  Review^  for  September 
laft,  which  contains  a  large  anfwer  to  my 
reply  to  his  former  animadverfions.  It 
was  certainly  improper  for  a  perfon  who 
afTumes  the  chara6ler  of  z,  judge  to  become  a 

party 
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Jn  the  difpate.  With  the  intentions 
he  avows,  of  drawing  me  into  a  con-* 
lie  ought  to  have  left  his  former 
c£  reviewer  to  another  3  and  not  to 
availed  himfelf  of  the  prodigious  a'd- 
of  the  cheap  and  immenfe  circula- 
tion which  the  Review  gave  him.  As  Dr. 
Horfley  confiders  this  writer  (page  '/y)  as 
Imnud  in  ecckfiaJHcal  biftory^  and  may  wifh 
Vkham:  him  for  an  ally,  let  him  not  like 
[Gommodons  throw  his  darts  from  ^Jiage^ 
t  if  he  have  any  confidence  in  his  own 
(of  which  he  feems  to  have  no  dif- 
)  let  him,  malked  or  unmafked,  defcend 
the  arena  along  with  us. 
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Dear  Sir, 
A  ^  It  is  my  earncfl:  wifli,  that  every  fubjeft  of 
importance  may  be  fully  inveftigated,  I  am 
fappy  to  finci.chat  you  have  done  me  the  honour 
to  animadvert  on  my  Hiftory  of  the  Corrupicns  cf 
OniJUanitj^  in  your  late  Charge  to  the  CUrgy^  at  St. 
Albaris^  as  you  formerly  did,  on  my  Treatife  on 
Pbilofopbical  Neceffity^  in  a  Sermon.     I  was  in  hopes 
that  my  reply  to  the  latter  would  have  led  you  to 
purfue  the  argument  with  me  to  its  proper  termi- 
nation.    But  though  r  failed  in  my  attempts  to 
engage  your  afliftance  in  that  inquiry,  I  flatter  my- 
fclf  that  I  fliall  be  more  fuccefsftil  in  this  j  efpe- 
cially  as,  by  the  temper  and  rtyle  of  your  perform- 
ance, you  feem  to  intereft  yourfelf  more  deeply  in 
this  fubjeft,  imagining,  no  doubt,  and  very  juftly, 
Aat  much  more  depends  upon  it. 

You  have  given,  however,  a  degree  of  impor- 
tance to  my  work,  which  I  own  I  had  not  thought 
of  myfelf,  when  you  fay  to  your  reverend  brethren, 
p.  5,  "  You  will  eafily  conjefture  that  what  has 
"  led  me  to  thefe  refle&ions,  is  the  extraordinary 
"  attempt  which  has  lately  been  made  to  unfettle 
"Lae  faith,  and  to  break  up  the  conftitution  of 
**  cvcrv  ecclefiaftical  eftablifhment  in  chriftendom. 
"  Such  is  the  avowed  objeft  of  a  recent  publication, 

B  « which 
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which  bears  the  title  of  a  Hijiory  of  the  Corruptimu^ 
of  Chrijiiamtyy  among  which  the  Catholic  doc-., 
trine  of  the  trinity  holds  a  principal  place/* 


k 


Now  I  fee  nothing  fo  very  extraordinary  in  nm 
attempt.  I  have  only  done  what  has  been  done  bjr  1 
every  other  perfon,  who  has  endeavoured  to  refute  4 
the  do6trine  of  the  trinity,  or  any  other  eflenij|d«| 
article  of  eftablifhed  churches.  However,  as  you. , 
feem  to  have  taken  fo  particular  airalarm  in  this,; 
cafe,  I  am  willing  to  hope  you  will  exert  yourfelf^ 
with  proportionable  vigour  j  when,  in  your  appre-sj 
henfion,  it  is  no  lefs  than  to  fave  a  falliMg  ftaie* 
Before  I  enter  upon  the  fubjeft  itfelf,  I 
endeavour  to  fet  you  right  with  refpeft  to 
jpreliminary  circumftances. 

Whether  it  be  to  my  credit  or  not,  I  nrnft 
obferve,  that  you  make  my  reading  to  be  more  cx- 
tenfive  than  it  is,  when  you  fuppofe  me  to  hvffi\ 
borrowed  my  principal  arguments  fromD.  Z  wicker, 
or  Epifcopius.  I  do  afTure  you.  Sir,  I  do  not  rc-i 
colle6t  that  I  ever  met  with  the  name  of  Zwidccfw 
before  I  faw  it  in  this  publication  of  yours.  For 
Epifcopius  I  have  the  higheft  reverence;  and  I 
thank  you  for  informing  me  that,  though  an  Arian 
himfelf,  he  was  convinced  that  the  chriftian  churdfet 
was  originally  what  is  now  called  Socinian. 

On  the  other  hand,  by  your  recommendiqg,, 
Bijhop  Builds  Defence  of  the  Nicene  Faith  fo  very; 
ftrongly,  and  not  mentioning  any  other 
writers,  you  feem  to  have  overlooked,  or  to  hai 

und< 
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BBdervalucd^  fevend  works  which  may  certainly  be 
fcry  ufeful  to  thofe  who  wi(h  to  form  an  impartial 
lenc  on  the  fubjeft  of  this  controverfy ;  efpe- 
WhUby^s  Difquifiiiones  Modefta^  in  anfwer  to 
^p  Bull^  and  his  Replies  to  Waterlandy  with 
pieces  in  the  Socinian  Trails^  in  three  fmall 
4to.  But  I  am  more  particularly  furprized 
you  fhould  not  have  mentioned  Dr.  Clark*s 
itcd  Treaiife  on  the  Trinityy  which  is  calcu- 
to  be  of  the  greateft  ufc  to  thofe  who  would 
this  lubjed ;  containing  all  the  texts  that  re- 
to  it,  moft  advantageoufly  arranged  for  the 
fc,  together  with  fome  very  ufeful  references 
tthe  chriftian  fathers.  There  are  feveral  parts  of 
work  which  I  would  take  the  liberty  to  re- 
lend  to  your  own  particular  attention. 

[Tou  charge  me  with  arguing  in  a  circle ^  faying, 
12,  "  It  is  the  profeffcd  objeft  of  his  undertaking 
to  exhibit  a  view  of  the  gradual  changes  of  opi- 
^mons,  in  order  to  afcertain  the  faith  of  the  firft 
igcs.  And  he  would  afcertain  the  faith  of  the 
'firft  ages  in  order  to  fettle  the  fenfe  of  the  fcrip- 
'  tares  in  difputed  points.  He  is  therefore  not  at 
'83erty  to  alTume^any  fenfe  of  the  fcriptures, 
'which,  becaufe  it  is  hrs  own,  he  may  be  pleafed 
*tD  call  the  clear  fenfe,  for  a  proof  that  the  ori- 
pnal  faith  was  fuch  as  would  confirrri  the  fenfe 
'k  wifhcs  to  eftablifti." 

"  So  long,"  yoii  fay,  "  as  the  fixth  page  of  the 
volume  oC  Dr.  Prieftley's  Hiftory  (hall  be 

B  a  "  extant. 
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"  extant,  the  mafters  of  the  dialeftic  art  will  be  at  or 
"  lofs  for  an  example  of  the  circulating  fyllogifm.-' 
But  unlcfs  dicy  be  provided  with  one  already,  yol 
imift  look  out  for  them  elfewheie,  as  this  you  hut 
now  pitched  upon  will  not  anfwer  their  puipofe,  J 
they  be  really  mafters  of  the  dialeftic  art.  J 

Had  I  produced  no  other  proof  of  the  unio^ 
rianifm  ofrhe/cripiures,  befides  that  of  the^M^ra 
church,  and  alfo  no  other  proof  of  the  unitarianifil 
of  the  primitive  church,  befides  that  of  the  fcripl 
tures,  I  Ihould  have  argued  in  a  circle.  But  yol 
will  find  that  I  have  been  far  from  doing  this.       1 

Is  it  not  ufual  with  all  writers  who  wifh  to  pnH 
'two  things,  which  mutually  prove  each  other, ' 
obferve  that  they  tio  prove  each  other ;  and  tha 
fore,  that  whatever  evidence  can  be  alleged  i 
either  of  them  is  fiiily  in  point  with  refpeft  to  J 
other  ?  Now  this  is  all  that  I  have  done  with  I 
fpeft  to  the  unttarianifm  of  the  fcriptures,  and*' 
the  primiuve  church,  which  prove  each  ochi 
only  that,  in  my  Hiftory,  I  do  not  profefs  to  cfl 
into  the  feparate  proof  of  the  unitarian  doQx 
from  the  fcriptures.  .  1 

This  I  there  take  for  granted  had  been  All 
ciently  done  already  by  myfelf  and  others  -, 
therefore  proceed  to  prove  the  unitarianifm  of  | 
primitive  church  from  independent  evidence-, 
obferving  that  the  unitarian  do£trinc  having  I 
taug^e  by  the  apoftles  U  likewife  a  proof  of  the  d 
& 
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^g.  But  thia  r  coi^  Boc  SuppOk  would  have 
Mkwdgbc  v^wb  thofe  vjio  are  trinitui^nc,  though 
r«ai  noc  inqn^Q^  to  mention  it  whh  te(^&  tp 
mUtf  with  whom  it  would  have  weight. 

b  might  have  urged  another  kind  c^  argument 
■■■#  both  the  dirinitf  and  pre-exillence  of  Chrift, 
b  from  dte  dodfincof  the  materiality  of  man, 
Hib  1  prefumc  has  been  Efficiently  proved 'in  my 
B|||itiiM/  «8  Matter  mid  SfirU.  I  maintain  diat 
■■.is  no  tntxt  reafon  why  a  man  fliOuld  be  fup- 
■Ad  to  have  an  immaterial  principle  within  him, 
La  diat  a  Jeg,  a  f!mt,  or  a  magnet,  (hpuld  have 
he;  becaufe,  in  all  thefe  cafes,  there  is  juft  the 
mne  difficulty  in  imagining  any  connexion  between 
Kyjlible  ma^cF  of  which  thcyconfift,  and;  the  in- 
■Uc  powen  of  which  thtry.4re,poflelIed.-'  l(  uni- 
utf  concomtaxce  be  the  fbundauon  of  all  our  rea- 
■BBg  concerning  caufes  and  efc^s,  the  organized 
■MO  of  a  nian  mutt  be  deemed  to  be  the  proper 
|k  ^tid  immediate  caufe  of  his  lenfation  and 
lUtuig}  as  much  as  ttie  inward  Arudure  of  a 
pignCTf  lirhaeever  that  be^  is  the  caufe  of  its  power 
■  attra£tiag  iron. 

I-  This  is  tcfipy  AiAit  and  plain  argument,  peifeAly 
toolbnant-tojdl'our  reafoning  in  philbfc^hy  j  and 
lis  conclufive  againft  the  do£lrine  of  a  foul,  and 
p)D(ct]uendy  againft  the  whole  fyftcm  of  pre-exift- 
tnce.  If  then,  Peter>  Jaaie9>  and  Jobiit.  had  no 
jKe'Cxiltent  (late,  it  muft  be  contrary  to  all  analogy 
bfuppofe  Jefus  to  have  pre-exifted.  His  being  a 
L  '  B  J  prophc^ 
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prophet,  and  having  a  power  of*  working  nairisi^ 

^  can  make  no  jiift  exception  in  his  fevour  j  for  tl 

every  preceding  prophet  muft  hate^we-exifted. 

I  think  I  have  alfo  proved  In  my  Difquijitii 
that  the  do6trine  of  a  foulj  as  a  fubftance  difti 
from  the  body,  and  capable  of  being  happy 
miferable  when  the  body  is  in  the  grave,  was  b 
rowed  from  pagan  philofophy,  that  it  is  tots 
repugnant  to  the  fyftem  of  revelation,  and  is  i 
known  in  the  fcriptures  j  which  fpeak  of  no  rew 
for  the  righteous,  or  punrfliment  for  the  wick 
before  the  general  refurreftion,  and  the  comi 
of  Chrift  to  judge  the  world. 

I  might  therefore  have  urged  that,  fince  the  d 
trine  of  Chrift's  pre-cxiftence,  is  contrary  to  reaf 
and  was  never  taught  by  Chrift  or  his  apoftlesj 
could  not  have  been  the  faith  of  their  immcdi 
difciples,  in  the  firft  ^es  of  Chriftianity.  This 
gument  will  have  its  weight  with  thofe  who  rcj 
the  doctrine  of  a  Ibul,  and  make  them  look  w 
fufpicion  upon  any  pretended  proof  of  the  do£b 
of  Chrift's  pre-exiftence,  and  of  its  having  been 
faith  of  the  apoftolical  age,  as  well  as  their  previc 
perfuafion  that  fuch  is  not  the  ^3o&rine  of  the  fcr 
tures.  And  jSnce  all  the  three  poficions  are  capa 
of  independent  proofs  the  urging  of  them  woi 
not  have  been  arguing' ma  circle^  but  the  adduci 
of  proper  collateral  evidence. 

• 

Iam;&c. 
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LETTER      L 

y  tbe  yfrgumenl  from  the  Writings  cf  the  yipoftles 

and  the  apofiolical  Fathers. 


'    Dear  Sis, 

IIEFORE  I  confider  what  you  have  faid  with 
refpe6t  to  the  apoftolical  fathers,  1  muft  take 
feme  notice  of  what  you  have  advanced  with  re- 
^c€t  to  the  argument  from /cripture ;  though,  in 
fhis  Charge,  you  do  not  profeffedly  go  upon  that 
ground. 

You  take  it  for  granted  that  the  logoSy  mentioned 
in  the  introduftion  to  the  gofpel  of  John,  muft  be 
a  perfoHy  and  not  a  mere  attribute^  becaufe  it  is  re- 
fcrrtd  to  by  the  pronoun  ^o^.  "  This  perfon,"  you 
[lay,  "  (for  that  is  the  natural  force  of  the  Greek 
"pronoun  itloi)  this  perfon  was  in  the  beginning 
"with  God.  All  things  were  made  by  him,  &c." 
Whereas  this  pronoun  may  refer  to  any  thing  that 
is  of  the  fame  gender  in  the  Greek  language,  whe- 
ther it  be  a  perfon  or  not;  and  it  requires  but  a 
moderate  acquaintance  with  the  New  Teftament 
ID  obferve  inftances  of  ir  even  there ;  as  in  Matt. 
Til  1 2.  i«fc^  wv  0  vofMij  This  is  the  lawy  and  Rev.  xx. 
14.  jfJflj  trt¥  0  hulEfOi  ^avdlo^  This  is  the  fecond  death. 


The  fame  pronoun  refers  to  the  temple,  vao^y 
John  ii.  20  J  to  iread,  afio^,  John  vi.  50 ;  to  Jiones, 
A<3sf|  Matt.  iv.  3^  A£ls  iv.  11^  ^Jalutation,  acTraa-fMg^ 

B  4  Luke 


^ 
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Luke  i.  19,  and  not  kfs  than  eight  times  to  ' 
where  it  certainly  means  nothing  more  than  fpe 
as  Matt,  xxviii.  1 5,  &c.  To  fatisfy  yourfelf,  c 
look  into  any  Concordance  of  the  Greek  teftam 

The  logos  of  John,  therefore,  may  be  a  n 
attribute  of  the  Father,  though  it  be  the  antecec 
to  the  pronoun  «?05.  For  you  will  hardly  fay 
the  laWy  or  deaths  or  -the  iemple,  &c.  &c.  is  a 
perfon,  capable  of  intention  and  aftion.  Befi 
I  do  fuppofe  that  John  ufes  a  figurative  perfoni 
tion^  which  would  require  the  fame  forms  of  fpe 
as  if  he  had  intended  to  fpeak  of  a  real  perfon. 

You  alfo  find  a  reference  to  the  pre-exiftent  i 

of  our  Saviour  in  1  John  iy.  2,  where  it  is  faid  e 

Spirit  that  confejfes  that  Je/us  Chrift  is  come  in 

flejh  is  of  God \  by  which  you  fay,  p.  15,  "  the  « 

"  nion  that  Chrift  was  truly  a  man  is  very  a 

wardly  and  unnaturally  exprefled.     The  tun 

the  expreffion,"  you  add,  "  feems  to  lead  to 
"  notion  of  a  being  who  had  his  choice  of  diffe 

ways  of  coming." 


€€ 


Ct 


On  the  other  hand,  I  think  the  phrafe  fufficie 
fimilar  to  other  Jewifh  phrafes,  of  which  we 
various  examples  in  the  fcriptures,  and  that  it  1 
be  explained  by  the  phrafe  partaker  of  flejb 
bloody  Heb.  ii.  14.     If  the  word  coming  muft 
ceflarily  mean  coming  from  heaven^  and  imply  a  j 
exiftent  ftate,  John  the  Uaptift  muft  have  ] 
exifted :  for  our  Saviour  ufes  that  expreffion  c 

cen 
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ccrning  him,  as  well  as  concerning  himfelf.  Matt. 

xi.  i8,  I  ,  John  came  neither  eating  nor  drinking^ 

^  they  Jay  he  hath  a  demon.     Tihe  Son  of  Man  came 

t^mg  and  drinking^  (^c.     It  may  alfo  be  affcrted 

with  more  certainty  ftill  concerning  all  the  apoftles 

^t  they  pre-€xifted  s  for  our  Saviour,  in  his  prayer 

for  them,  refpedting  their  miflion,  makes  ufe  of  the 

^crm,  worldy  which  is  not  found  in  i  John  iv.  a, 

wiere  he  fays,  John  xvii.  i8,  yfj  thou  hafl  Jeht  me 

into  ibe  worldy  Jo  have  I  aljojent  them  into  the  world. 

The  phrafe  coming  in  the  Jlejh^  in  my  opinion, 
'^fors  very  naturally  to  the  dodlrine  of  the  Gnoftics, 
^ho  fuppofed  Chrift  to  be  a  fuper-angelic  fpirit, 
^Hich  defcended  from  heaven,  and  entered  into  the 
body  of  Jefus.  The  phrafe  he  that  Jhould  come^  or 
^ho  was  to  come  (his  coming  having  been  foretold 
by  the  prophets)  appears  to  have  been  familiar  to 
^hc  Jews,  to  denote  the  Mefliah :  but  with  them 
^t  certainly  did  not  imply  any  coming  down  from 
beaven,  becaufe  they  had  no  fuch  idea  concei  ning 
^hcir  Mefliah. 

I  fee  no  trace,  therefore,  in  the  epiftle  of  John 
^f  any  more  than  one  berejy.  He  neither  exprefsly 
%s,  nor  hints  that  there  were  two ;  and  part  of  his 
^cription  of  this  one  herefy  evidently  points  to 
^t  of  the  Gnoftics,  as  is  acknowledged  by  your- 
^^If;  and  this  herefy  was  as  different  as  poflible 
from  that  of  the  Ebionites.  The  early  writers  who 
*P^  of  them  mention  them  as  two  ofpojite  herejies, 
lifting  in  the  fame  early  period  j  fo  that  it  is  very 

improbable 
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improbable  a  priori^  that  "  the  fame  expreffion," 
as  you  iajr,  p.  16,  >*<  fhould  be  equally  levelled  at 
"  d\em  both."  Gnofticifm  being  certainly  con- 
demned therefore  by  the  apoftle,  and  not  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Ebionites,  I  conclude  that  in  the  latter, 
which  is  allowed  to  have  cxifted  in  his  time,  he 
faw  nothing  worthy  of  cenfurej  but  that  it  was 
the  doftrine  which  he  himfelf  had  taught.  If  this 
apoftle  had  thought  as  you  do  with  refpcft  to  it, 
why  did  he  not  cehfure  it  unequivocally^  as  you 
do>  and  with  as  much  feverity  ? 

Tertullian,  indeed,  maintained,  that  by  thofe 
who  denied  that  Cbri^  was  come  in  the  fiejh,  John 
meant  the  Gnoftics,  and  that  by  thofe  who  de- 
nied that  Jejus  was  the  Jon  of  God,  he  meant  the 
Ebionites  *.  He  had  no  idea  that  the  former  ex- ' 
prcflion  only  could  include  bpth.  But  as  tho- 
Gnoilics  maintained  that  Jefus  and  the  Cbriji  were-' 
different  pcrfons,  the  latter  ha^ng  come  frwn 
heaven,  and  being  the  foh  of  God,  whereas  Jcfus' 
was  the  fon  of  man  only,  the  expreflion-of  Jejiu:' 
being  the  Jon  of  God  is  as  direftly  oppofed  to  the 
do<^ine  of  die  Gnoftics  as  that  of  Cinyt  coming  in 
tbefiejh. 

You  fay,  p.  17,  *'  It  appears,  therefore,  that  to 
**  confefs  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  come  in  the  flefli,  and 
**  to  affirm  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  truly  a  man,  are  pro-  ' 
"  pofitions  not  perfectly  equivalent.     Dr.  PridH^'"'; 
"  indeed  has  fliewn  himfelf  very  fenfible  of  the  difivl] 

*  De  PrKfcriptionc  Hxretoricum,  fcfl.  xxkiii.  p.  114.  \ 

"  fcrence.  j 
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"  Terence.    He  would  hot  have  otherwife  found  it 

I 

^  ncceflary  for  the  improvement  of  his  argument, 

**  in  reciting  the  third  verfe  of  the  fourth  chapter 

^  of  St.  John's  firft  epiftle,  to  change  the  expreffion 

^  vhich  he  found  in  the  public  tranflation,  for  an- 

'*  other  which  correfponds  far  lefs  exaftly  with  the 

'^  Greek  text     For  the  words  that  Jefus  Chrift  is 

*  come  in  the  flclh.  Dr.  Prieftley  fubftitutes  thefe, 

*  Jclus  Chrift  is  come  ^the  flefh."  You  add 
firenvards,  "  He  might  think  it  no  unwarrantable 
^   liberty  to  correfb  an  expreffion,  which,  as  not 

pcrfefUy  correfponding  with  his  own  fyftem,  he 

'    could  not  entirely  approve.    It  would  have  been 

but  feir  to  advertife  his  readers  of  fo  capital  an 

emendation.     An  emendation  for  which  no  fup- 

'    port  is  to  be  found  in  the  Greek  text,  nor  even 

^   in  the  varieties  of  any  MSS," 

I  am  forry,  Sir,  that  my  printer,  or  my  own 

t^iftake,  (hould  have  given  you  all  this  trouble  in 

-oiifulting  MSS;  &c.     I  do  aflure  you  I  had  no 

knowledge  of  having  made  a  change  of  a  fingle 

"^ord  in  copying  that  text,  nor  fbould  I  have  wifli- 

^  to  have  made  any^  change  at  all  in  it ;  thinking 

that,  as  it  now  ftands,  it  is  quite  as  much  for  my 

purpofe  as  that  which  you  fuppofe  I  have  pur- 

pofcly  fubftituted  in  its  place.     Had  you  thought 

nic  capable  of  an  attempt  of  this  kind,  you  fhould 

QOt  have  afcribed  to  me,  as  you  have  done,  the 

grcateft  purity  of  intention  in  all  that  I  have  written 

OQ  this  fubjed. 

I  now 
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I  now  proceed  to  remark  on  what  you  hav 
ferved  from  Clemens  Romanus,  concerning 
pre-exiftence  of  Chrift. 

You  think  that,  through  my  exccflivc  zca 
an  hypothefis,  I  make  every  thing  to  favoi 
but  I  hardly  think  that  you  can  find  any  thi 
my  attempt  to  fupport  the  Socinian  dodlrinc 
diicovers  more  zeal  than  you  manifeft  in  fu 
of  the  Athanafian  one ;  and  I  think  that  ext 
zeal  has  mifled  you  in  as  remarkable  a  man 
you  fuppofe  mine  to  have  mifled  me.  I  c 
otherwife  account  for  your  aflTerting,  p.  16, 
**  the  notion  of  Chrift  having  had  his  choi 
"  difierent  ways  of  coming  into  the  world, 
"  plicitly  cxprefled  in  a  book  .  little  inferi 
**  authority  to  the  canonical  writings,  in  th< 
epiftle  of  Clemens  Romanus,  in  a  paflTagc  c 
epiftle  which  Dr.  Prieftley,  fomewhat  un 
•*  nately  for  his  caufe,  has  chofen  for  the  hi 
"  an  argument  of  that  holy  Father's  hetcro 
"  The  fcepter  of  the  majcfty  of  God,  fays  Cle; 
"  Our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  came  not  ki  the 
"  of  pride  and  arrogance,  although  be  bad  U 
*^  power.  Clemens  it  fcems  conceived  tha 
**  manner  of  coming  was  in  the  power  and  c 
*^  of  the  perfon  who  was  to  come."     . 

Of  this  I  have  no  doubt,  but  the  quefti 
from  whence  he  was  then  to  come.  Clemens 
not  fay  that  it  was  from  heaven  to  earth.     T 

ei 


c< 

Cf 
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cndrdy  your  own  intetpretation,  for  which  I  fee  no 
gjround-ac  alls  fince the phrafe  is  fb  eafily  explained 
:%f  his  entering  upon  his  commifliony  as  a  public 
;  wheil^  being  invefted  with  the  power  of 
g  nairades,  he  never  made  any  ofteotatious 
of  it,  or  indeed  exerted  it  for  lus  own 
in  any  reipeft. 

Clemem  Romanus,  you  rt&r  to  the 
pittki  of  Ignatius^  for  a  proof  of  the  early  know- 
d|ge  of  the  doftrine  of  ChrifPs  divinity.  «'  The 
JiolyFadier,''  you  fty^  p- 19^  ^  hardly  ever  men- 
tkma  Ckrift  wkfaout  introducing  ibme  explicit 
mttatiM  of  his  divinity,  or  without  joining  widi 
cbe  name  of  Chrift  fome  epithet  in  which  it  is 
inqdied."  All  thb  is  very  true,  according  to 
prefbic  copies  of  Ignadus's  epiftles.  But  you 
tnuft  know  that  the  genuineneis  of  them  is  not 
only  very  much  doubted,  but  generally  given  up 
'  by  the  learned ;  and  it  was  not  perfedly  ingenuous 
in  you  to  conceal  that  circumftance.  Firft  prove 
thole  epifUesi  as  we  now  have  them,  to  be  the 
genuine  writings  of  Ignatius,  and  then  make  all 
the  ufe  of  them  that  you  can. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER      II. 

Of  the  Dijiinifion  between  the  Ebimites  and  the 
Nazarenes. 


TT  has  been  imagined  by  fome^  that  there  was  a 
difierencc  between  the  dodrine  of  the  Ebionites, 
and  that  of  the  Nazarenes  concerning  Uie  peribn 
of  Chrift  ;  the  former  difbelieving  the  miraculous 
conception,  and  the  tatter  maintaining  it ;  whereas 
I  have  faid  that  I  can  find  no  fufficient  authority 
for  that  difference  J  that  which  has  been  thought  to. 
have  been  the  peculiar  opinion  of  the  Nazarenes, 
being  exprefsly  afcribed  to  one  branch  of  the 
Ebionites,  by  Origen,  Eufebius,  Epiphanius,  and 
perhaps  other  ancient  writers. 

And  as  to  any  Nazarenes  who  believed  thac 
Chrift  was  any  thing  more  than  man,  I  find  no 
trace  of  them  in  hiftoryj  fo  that  it  is  highly  pro- 
bable that  the  Nazarenes  of  the  fecond  century 
were  the  fame  people  with  thofe  of  the  firft,  or  the* 
primitive  Jewilh  Chriflians,  and  that  they  were 
called  Ebionitts  by  way  of  reproach. 

To  the  ailments  from  Origen  and  Eufebius 
you  fay  nothing,  but  with  refpeA  to  that  &01TI  ; 
Epiphanius  your  conduct  is  very  particular  indeed,  i 

1 
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On  mj  iaying  that "  Epidiaiiius  oprefily  1^  that 
■*  Ebioo  hdd  the  iame  o[Hni(Hi  with  the  Nazateoesi" 
&y,  p.  77>  **  The  only  inference  to  be  made 
N^fioiii  this  aflcrtion  b  dus,.thacDr.  Prieftley  has 
never  troubled  himfelf  to  read  more  of  Epipha- 
■ius'a  account  of  the  Ebionites  iJud  the  firft 
dcven  words  of  the  firft  ientence.  Had  he  tead 
the  firft  fentence  to  the  end,  he  would  have  found 
*  chat  ^non,  aldiough  be  arofe  from  the  fchool 
"  of  the  Nazarencs,  and  held  fimilar  0{nnions, 
"  preached  alfo  other  doftrines,  of  which  he  was 
"  the  firll  inventor.  Amcmg  tbefe  noveltiea,  by 
<'  the  cotifcDt  of  all  antiqqitjr,  though  not  with  Dr. 
"  FriefUcy's  leave,  we  place  the  mere  humanity 
"  of  Chnft,  with  or  widuut  die  miraculovs  con- 
"  ception."    ■ 

I  fhall  not  return  your  offenGve  language^  but 
lud  you  yourfelf  read  the  fecond  paragraph  in  this 
ilcdion,  you  would  have  found  that  your  remark 
had  no  foundation  whatever.  For  it  there  appears, 
that  though,  according  to  this  writer,  the  Ebicmites 
and  Nazarenes  did  ^0<:r  in  fome  particulars,  it 
was  not  with  refpeA  even  to  the  miraculous  con- 
ception, much  Ic6  with  refpcft  to  the  doflxine  of  - 
die  mere  humanity  of  Chrift. 

He  fays,  in  the  middle  of  the  firft  feftion,  "  that 
**  EbioD,"  whom,  in  the  twenty-fourth  feftion,  he 
makes  to  be  cotemporary  with  the  apoftle  John, 
"  borrowed  his  abominable  rites  from  *'  the  Sama-. 

•  **  titans. 
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*'  ritans,  his  opinion  (yw/tmv)  from  the  Nazan 
"  his  name  from  the  Jews*,  &c."  And  he 
in  the  beginning  of  the  fecond  feftion,  "  he 
"  cotcmporary  with  the  former,  and  had  the  i 
"  origin  with  them  j  and  firft  he  aflerted  that  C 
"  was  born  of  the  commerce  and  feed  of  i 
"  namely  Jofeph,  as  we  fignified  above,"  refer 
to  the  firft  words  of  his  firft  fc6Hon,  "  when 
"  faid  that  in  other  refpefts,  he  agreed  with  t 
"  all,  and  differed  from  them  only  in  this,  vu 
"  his  adherence  to  the  laws  of  the  Jews  wid* 
fpeft  to  the  febbath,  circumcifion,  and  c 
things  that  were  enjoined  by  the  Jews  and 
maritans.  He  moreover  adopted  many  r 
"  things  than  the  Jews,  in  imitation  of  the  St 
*'  ritans  j-,"  the  particulars  of  which  he  then 
ceeds  to  mention. 

In  the  fame  feftion  he  fpeaks  of  the  Ebio 
inhabiting  the  fame  country  with  the  Nazarenes 

*  XofAapsHuv  fnv  yof  mcu  ix,ii  to  jS^fXi^pov,  laieuuv  rs  tc 
Oaffoum  it  Mat  Na^upcuuv  kou^  NaaapAiaiVTWf  yvufjon^—fLou 
Itca^v  PouTiilai  E;^£<y  rnv  'srpotnjyoptav,     Haer.  30.  Sedl.  i.  p 

f  Oi/7®"  yap  0  E€iav  a-uyxfov®-  fxiv  thIuv  uTrrtpx^h  ^'^  ^ 
<rw  auloig  opfAoRou  .  ra  'SFpulot  is  eh.  naapdlpi(oif);  xou  awsf 
flwJj?®",  Tslenv  T«  Ifl)(7Ti^,  rov  Xptrov  yiyevna^ai^  c^fycv,  cog  1 
ft/uv  'BpostpiflcU'i  olt  ra  t<ra  roig  a>^ig  %v  airoun  ^povuvj  rv  nfi 
oiaffpiloy  Ev  Tft)  ro)  vofjLo  th  Isitafjui  'apoa-avex^iVj  xalat  aaQc 
Mm  KoQa  nrv  vtpilofjLmvj  uau  ndla  ra  a>>>a  'sravla  oo'atfio 
THf  It^cuHi  OfjLOiug  roig  Za/jtapeOaig  ituTTpa'/iilai.     lb.  S 

p,  ins,  126. 


Da.   HORSLEY.  17 

adds  that,  <'  agreeing  together,  they  communicated 

of  their  perverfencis  to  each  other*."    Then,  in 

child  ^dion,  he  obfcrves  that  afterwards  fome 

die  Ebionices  entertained  a  different  opinion 

Chrift^  than  that  he  was  the  fon  of 

)h ;  fuppoGng  that  after  Ebueus  joined  them, 

learned  of  him  "feme  fancy  coAcerningChrift 

lod  die  holy  fpiritf." 

• 

Concerning  the  Nazarenes,  in  the  feventh  fcc- 

of  his  account  of  them,  he  fays  that  they  were 

in  all  relpe£b,  except  ^'  that  they  believed  in 

Chrift}  but  I  do  not  know  whether  they  hold 

the  miiaculous  conception,  or  notif;."      This 

to  no  more  than  a  doubt,  which  he  after- 

landoned,  by  aflerting  that  the  Ebionites 

the  fame  opinion  concerning  Chrift  with  the 

^Nazarenes,  which  opinion  he  exprefsly  ftates  to  be 

belief,  that  Jefus  was  a  mere  man,  and  the 

m  of  Jofeph. 

I  now  appeal  to  yourfeif  whether  this  does  not 
abundantly  juftify  my  quoting  the   authority  of 

Ka^apnvoi  ot  avofMi  vpohi^ri?<avlai,      l,vyaf^iig  yap  ovloq  exsivoigj 

Haer,  30.  Scft.ii.  p.  125,  126. 

f  ^avlcurua  ma  vtpi  Xfim  ^iny^ilat^  xat  v'epi  WiVfAdlo^  ayia. 
\  Ibid.  Set^iii.  p.  127. 

{  Tl£fi  XftrH  h  isx  otia  ei'jrsiv  £i  xai  aJlot  tn  rav  vporufn/MBv^v 
mtpt  KnfivSoF  MM  Mnptv^ov  fiox^l^^  oix^^^h  i^tXov  av^pcoTron 
I  ttfu^HCTPj  VI  xaS*if  n  a?\afi^€ta  sx^h  ^<^  'srvsyfAaloi  ayta  ytyevma-^ai 
Maputo  iUtfiiBwov^M.  Hxr.  29.  Se6L  vii.  vol.  L  p.  123. 

C  Epiphanius, 
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Epiphatiius,  whatever  that  may  be,  in  fuppod 
the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  having  held  the  & 
opinion  concerning  Chrift,  though  they  might  di 
in  other  things.  Pleafe  aifo  to  obferve  that  tl 
Nazarenes  were  prior  to  Ebion,  who  was  him 
cotemporary  with  the  apoftle  John. 

You  acknowledge,  p.  29,  that,  **  in  Jeroi 
"  time  the  Nazarenes  were  fo  far  declined  fo 
*'  the  pure  &ith  of  the  firft  race  of  Chriftians,  a 
"  were  become  heretical  to  that  degree,  that  Jen 
**  confidered  them  as  a  Jewifh  fed,  rather  thai 
"  Chriftian/*  How  much  earlier  this  general  ( 
fe6bion  took  place  you  do  not  fay.  It  appea 
however,  as  you  do  not  deny,  that  the  unbelievi 
Jews  called  all  thole  of  their  race,  who  were  Chi 
tians,  by  the  name  of  Ebiomtes,  in  the  time 
Origen.  Indeed  Origen*s  own  words  are  too  c 
prefs  to  admit  any  doubt  of  this.  "  Thofi 
fays  he,  *^  of  the  Jews  who  believe  that  Jefus 
"  the  Chrift,  are  called  Ebionites*/*  And  tb 
Ebionites  Origin  fays  were  of  two  /orfs,  one 
them  believing  the  miraculous  conception,  and  t 
other  not ;  but  all  of  them  confidering  Chrift  a: 
mere  man. 

You  fay,  indeed,  p.  35,  that  "  the  wordEbion 
*'  had,  in  the  time  of  Origin,  out-grown  its  origi 
**  meaning :  for  at  laft  the  Nazarenes,  whofe  en 
"  was  rather  a  fuperftitious  feverity  in  their  pri 

^  ECufMUM  xPVmS'Cv^'I'  ^  A^o  la^aioiv  Toy  Iijoov  u^  X( 
mam^fifMrn.    In  Celfum,  Lib.  ii.  p.  56. 
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I'ticCy  than  any  defidenqr  in  their  fiiith^  were  in- 

duckd  by  Origen.in  the  io&my  of  the  appelia* 

But  for  this  I  rauft  require  Ibme  other 

tlian  your  bare  ccxgefturei  for  then  he 

to  have  made  ibm  ibrts  of  Ebionites,  and 

zero  only,  wUdi  he  exprefily  does. 

.'That  the  Ebionites  comprized  all  the  Jcwiih 
in  the  time  of  Origen,  is  evident  from 
which  you  yourfdf  quote  fix>m  him, 
769  **  When  you  OMifider  what  belief  they,  of 
die  Jewifb  race,  who  believe  in  Jefus,  enteruin 
ib€  dioir  redeemer,  ibme  thinking  diat  he  took 
his  beii^  from  Mary  and  Jofeph,  fome  indeed 
fiom  Mary  only  and  the  ^vine  Ipirit,  but  (till 
'iHdiouc  any  befief  of  his  divinity,  you  will  un- 
derftand,  &c/*  Now  I  do  not  at  all  fee  how, 
i^dk»wing  the  objeft  of  Origen,  in  the  place  in  which 
cbis  paflage  is  introduced,  to  be  the  JpirUualizmg  pf 
plain  ftwry^  you  can  be  authorized  to  explain  this 
othcrwife  than  it  is  literally  exprefled.  What- 
ever the  difcourfe  be,  this  is  an  incidental  mention 
of  a  real  fa£b  in  the  courfe  of  it  \  and  fuch  is  often 
the  deareft  of  all  evidences. 


As  to  that  reference  to  Origen  which  you  fay, 
P-  75f  you  are  not  aUe  to  trace,  it  is  exadly  as  I. 
Have  made  it  in  my  edition  of  his  works  in  Latin ; 
sod  in  my  opinion  abundantly  anfwers  the  purpofe 
fcr  which  it  was  adduced,  as  he  there  ipeaks  of  all 
the  Jews  who  believed  in  Jefus,  as- thinking  him  to 
be  cither  the  fon  of  Joieph  and  Mary,  or  of  Mary 

C  2  and 
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-and  the  holy  Ipirit,  which  ceruinly  compria 

.  opinion  which  had  been  thought  to  be  peci 

the  Nazarenes ;  fo  that  it  is  impoflible  that  i 

fixould  have  imagined  that  the  Nazarene^  h 
opinion  concerning  Chriit  that  was  not  aU 
by  fonie  of  the  Ebionites.  Moreover^  as  he 
ipeaking  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians  in  general 
'Out  making  any  exception,  it  is  natural  tc 
•that  he  had  never  heard  of  any  Jewifli  ch 
befides  thofe  whom  he  elfewhere  calls  Ebi 
of  the  two  forts  particularly  fpecified  by  hi 
that  this  pai&ge  is  in  efiedt  the  fame  wit 
which  you  have  quoted,  and  proves  more 
.there  quoted  it  for. 

I  have  fince  procured  Huetius's  edition  < 
,gen^s  Commentaries  on  the  Scripturcsj  an 
that  the  paflages  which  you  have  quoted  i 
correfponds  to  that  which  I  had  made  ufe  of! 
the  original  Greek  is  more  exprefsly  to  my  p 
than  the  Latin. 

In  a  paflage  not  far  diftant  from  this,  ( 

cqnfiders  the  Ebionites  in  general  as  not  be 

'"''      the  miraculous  conception,  while  the  gentile 

^  Cains  in  general,  though  with  fome  exce 

*  .4sbdieved  that  do6trine.     "  By  the  men,*'  he 

'*  who  blamed  the  blind  man,  who  reprefpi 

Ebionites  (unbelievers  in  the  miraculou 

ception)  We  may  underftand  the  gendles 

*  ^Comment,  in  Matt.  tqI.  i.  p.  4aS« 
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with  &w  ezcepdoos^  think  that  Chrift  was  bora 
af  the  Yirffsk  only." 

^  That  die  Jewifh  converts  were  renuu-kably 

iftooc  to  the  Ebionacan  herefy,  from  which  the 

'gentile  churches  in  general  were  pure,  is  the 

'  you  lay,  p,  77.   *^  that  can  be  concluded 

this  pafliige,  llrengthened  as  it  might  be 

anothcF  ioAiewhat  to  the  fame'purpoie,  in 

^the  coomientaries  upon  St.  John's  gofpeL    But 

what  if  it  were  proved  that  the  whole  fedt  of 

Ac  Naxarenes  was  abforbed  in  the  Ebiona^an 

herefy  in  the  days  of  Origen  ?    What  evidence 

would  that  afibrd  of  the  idennty  of  the  Nazarenes 

^-and  the  Ebionites  in  earlier  times?   And  even 

dut  identity,  if  it  were  proved,  what  evidence 

would  it  afford,   that  the  church  of  Jerufalem 

had  been   originally  unitarian   under  her   firfl 

bifhops  of  the  circvmcifion.-' 

I  anfwer  that  if  the  Jcwifli   chriftians  were 

oniverfally  Ebionites  in  the  time  of  Origen,  the 

^probability  is,  that  they  were  even  generally  fo  in 

:'dse  time  of  the  apoftles ;  and  that  their  herefy,  as 

it  is  called,  did  exift  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles,  is 

ibundandy  evident.    Whole  bodies  of  men  do  not 

very  foon  change  their  opinions.     And  if,  as  you 

aUow,  the  Jewifh  chriftians  were  diftinguifhed  by 

die  name  of  Nazarenes  (whom  I  think  I  have 

proved  to  be  the  fame  with  the  Ebionites,  who  all 

I  believed  Chrift  to  be  a  mere  man)  from  the  time 

'that  they  were  fetded  in  the  country  beyond  the 

C  3  fea 
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lea  of  Galilee,  you  carry  the  opinions  of  the 
nites,  as  univerfally  held  by  the  Jcwifh  chrifti 
the  very  age  of  the  apoflies ;  for  they  retin 
that  country  on  the  approach  of  the  Jewifl 
about  which  time  the  apofties  went  off  the  t 

Since  all  the  Jewilh  chriftians  were 
Nazarenes  or  Ebionites,  and  all  the  writei 
mention  them  fpeak  of  the  do6bine  of  thol 
in  general^  and  not  thofe  of  their  awn  t\ 
particular,  as  being  that  Chrift  was  a  mere 
the  natural  inference  is,  that  thofe  feds,  < 
Jewifh  chriftians,  did  in  all  times y  after  they  fa 
fo  diftinguilhed  (which  is  allowed  to  have  be 
before,  or  prefently  after  the  deftrudion  of 
falem)  hold  that  dodrine.  And  fuppofing  i 
have  been  the  cafe,  is  it  not  almoft  certain,  tl 
apoftles,  themfelves  muft  have  taught  it  ?  ^ 
be  fuppofed  that  the  whole  Jewifh  church 
have  abandond  the  dodrine  of  the  divin 
Chrift,  within  fo  few  a  years  after  the  death 
apoftles,  if  they  had  ever  received  it  from  t 
As  far  as  I  yet  fee,  Jewifti  chriftians  who  we 
Nazarenes  or  Ebionites,  or  Nazarenes  wh< 
any  other  dodrine  concerning  Chrift  than  t] 
was  a  mere  man,  are  unknown  in  hiftory,  an( 
no  exiftence  but  in  imagination. 

That  thofe  who  were  called  Nazarenes  w 
far  from  thinking  Chrift  to  be  God  as  the 
nitesy  is  evident  from  the  moft  unexceptionabl 
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<>|  dence.    Among  others^  is  the  teftimony  of  Tbeo^ 

chou^  not  having  the  original^  I  am  obliged 

^1  ID  quote  it  at  fecond  hand.     This  I  ihall  do  from 

Amot'j  TbefauruSi  under  the  article  Ebion.    He 

Iqrs,  ^'  die  Nazarenes  are  Jews,  who  refped  Chrift 

*as  a  righteous  man*/'    And  Theodoret  lived  in 

Syria,  where  he  had  the  beft  opportunity  of  being 

aoquainttd  with  the  date  of  the  Jewifh  churches. 

It  is  rather  extraordinary  that  fuch  a  point 

d  now  be  made  of  finding  fome  difference  of 

e  between  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebio- 

when  no  critic,  I  believe,  of  any  name  in 

laft  age  pretended  to  find  any.     The  learned 

miah  Jones,  after  difpofing  in  oppofite  columns 

that  he  could  colledt  concerning  them  both, 

from  the  beft  authorities,  concludes  with  faying, 

*  It  is  plain  there  was  a  very  great  agreement 
•*  between  thefe  two  antient  fefts ;  and  though  they 

*  went  under  different  names,  yet  they  feem  only 

*  to  difier  in  this,  that  the  Ebionites  had  made 
"  fome  addition  to  the  old  Nazarene  fyftem.  For 
"  Origen  tells  us  they  were  called  Ebionites,  who 
■*  from  among  the  Jews  owned  Jefus  to  be  the 
•*  Chrifl  f."  The  running  tide  of  this  chapter  is. 
The  Nazarenes -and  Ebionites  tbejame. 

As  to  th^  general  teftimony  of  Eufebius,  and 
other  writers,  themfelves  believers  in  the  divinity 

*  Of  it  Na^ofcuoi  laicuot  tto't  ro¥  Xpirotf  rifwrng  uf  ai&f^'frw 
f  Jones  on  the  Csumon,  vol  i.  p«  3 16. 

of 


H 


LETTERS    TO 


of  Chrift,  that  the  church  of  Jerufalcm  towa 
the  clofe  of  the  apoftolk:  age  (for  it  is  not  pi 
tended  that  the  apoftles  taught  that  doftrine  clearly^' 
and  therefore  not  with  efFeft,  at  the  opening  ofi 
their  commiflion)  was  orthodox  in  their  fenfe 
the  word,  it  is  not  to  be  regarded,  unlefs  the 
bring  fome  fufficicnt  proof  of  their  aflertion.  Thcy| 
were,  no  doubt,  willing  to  have  it  thought  fo ;  and, 
without  confidering  it  very  particularly,  might 
prefume  that  it  was  fo :  but  the  fafts  which  they 
themfelves  record,  and  the  account  which  th 
give  of  the  conduft  of  the  apoftles  in  divulging 
this  doftrine  to  the  Jews,  make  it  highly  im- 
probable that  the  cafe  ihould  have  been,  as  ia^ 
general  terms  they  aflert. 


•  They  furniih  as  particular   evidence  agaii 
their  own  general  tcftimony,  as  we  can  expeft  •  td' 
find  at  this  diftance  of  time,  fuppofing  the  fa6t  tOf*  | 
have  been  the  reverfe  of  what  they  affcrt;   and'* 
the  ftate  of  things  in  after  times,  and  even  in  their*^ 
own,  was  fuch  as  can  never  be  accounted  for,* 
agreeably  to  the  known  principles  of  human  na-* 
ture,  on  the  fuppofition  that  it  was  originally  fuch 
as  they  reprefent  it  to  be.     The  general  prevalence' 
of  the  unitarian  doftrine  among    the  common' 
people  in   the  Gentile  world,   and  the  univerfal 
prevalence  of  it  among  the  Jews,  from  the  time 
that  they  were  diftinguilhed  by  the  name  of  Ebio- 
nites,  or  Nazarenes  (which  was  immediately  after 
the  age  of  the  apoftles)  is  totally  inconfiftent  with  ] 
the  idea  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  having  beettl 
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as 


[At  miivend,  or  the  gqieral  opinion  in  the  dme 
lieapoftlcs. 

.  I  am^  &c.  I 
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the  frimiihe  Vmtarians  ware  not  conjidered 

as  Heretics. 

D£AX  Sir, 

MONG  the  extravagant  affertions,  as  you  call 
them,  of  D.  Zwicker,  and  which  you  fay  were 
ted  by  Epifcopius,  you  mention,  p.  7,  that  of 
the  opinion  of  the  mere  humanity  of  Chrift 
having  prevailed  very  generally  in  the  firft  ^ges, 
and  having  never  been  deemed  heretical  by  the 
**  fathers  of  the  orthodox  perfuafion,  at  lead  not  in 
"  fuch  a  degree  as  to  exclude  them  from  the  com- 
**  munion  of  the  church."     But  you  fay  that  Epif- 
copius,  '^  from  his  charitable  temper,  gave  eafy 
^  *  credit  to  the  unitarian  writers,  when  they  repre- 
•Icnted  the  differences  of  opinion  in  the  early 
^  churches  as  much  greater  than  ever  really  ob- 
"  tained,  and  the  tendernefs  for  fedtarics  as  more 
« than  was  ever  praftifed/* 

If  I  was  difpofed  to  copy  your  ufual  language 
to  me  upon  this  occafion,  I  might  have  full  fcope  i 

as 
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as  what  you  now  advance  is  the  very  rererfe  of 
faA ;  and  how  j^ou  came  to  mifapprchend  ib  { 
a  cafcj  concerning  which  I  believe  no  writei 
eccle(ia(Ucal  hiftory  ever  differed,.  I  do  not  t 
upon  me  to  lay,  but  leave  others  to  judge.  1 
there  were  as  proper  unitarians  in  the  very  ag 
the  apoftles,  as  any  who  are  fo  termed  at  this 
(myfelf  by  no  means  excepted)  and  differing 
much  from  what  is  now  called  the  orthodox  fi 
I  will  venture  to  fay  was  never  queftioned  j 
that  theie  ancient  unitarians  were  not  then  expc 
from  chriftian  focieties,  as  heretics,  is,  I  believ< 
generally  allowed.  It  was  as  you  fay,  ackn 
ledged  by  Epifcopius  the  Arian,  and  it  is  like 
allowed  by  Mofheim,  the  trinitarian,  who  i 
vol.  i.  p.  191.  "  However  ready  many  may  h 
*'  been  to  embrace  this  erroneous  doftrine,  it  c 
"  not  appear  that  this  feft  formed  to  themfelv( 
"  ieparate  place  of  worfliip,  or  removed  thcmfe 
*'  from  the  ordinary  aflcmblies  of  chriftians/'  ! 
does  it  not  alfo  follow  from  the  fame  fadt,  1 
thefe  unitarians  were  not  expelled  from  chrifl 
focieties  by  others,  as  they  certainly  would  hi 
been,  if  they  had  been  confidered  as  heretics  ? 

At  the  fame  time  the  Gnoftics  were  in  a  v 
difFerent  predicament,  and  had  been  fo  from 
be^nning.  Molheim  fays,  vol.  i.  p.  108,  **  Fr 
feveral  paflages  of  the  facred  writings,  it  t 
dently  appears,  that  even  in  the  firft  century, 
general  meetings  of  chriftians  were  deferted,  i 
'*  ieparate  aflemblies,  formed,  in  feveral  plac 
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^feiqr  perfins  bfeOed  with  die  Gnoftic  hatfyi 
\Aoag^**  he  adds»  '^this  fed  was  not  con* 
F^Kuous  fer  its  numbersj  or  reputation^  before 
^4k  time  of  Adrian." 


•»  Evety  heretic^"  lays  Jerom^  **  is  bom  in  the 
duuch,  but  is  caft  out  of  the  church,  and  fights 
^gstnft  die  church  *.''  Auftin  fays,  '^  As  foon 
H  avyliereiy  eziftedj  it  feparated  itfelf  from  the 
CathoBc  church  f/*  Tertullian  fays,  '*  If  they 
le  heredcs.  they  cannot  be  chriftianst." 


That  Tertullian  did  not  confider  unitarians  as 
:Csdudcd  from  the  name  and  the  affemblies  of 
fdiriftians,  is  evident  from  what  he  lays  concerning 
idle  apofihf  creeds  the  leveral  articles  of  which,  as  it 
flood  in  his  time,  he  recites ;  alierting  that  it  was 
die  only  proper  ftandard  of  faith,  and  that  the  church 
admitted  of  a  variety  of  opinions  in  other  refpecbs. 

*  Onmis   enim  hsereticus  nafcitur  in  eccleiiay   fed  de  ecde/la 
pnjicitur)  et  contendit  et  |iugnat  contra  parentem.    In  Jerom.  sz^ 
'^oLhr.  p.  177, 

t  Stadm  enim  unaquaeque  henefis  ut  f xif^ebat^  et  a  congregationc 
Catbolicac  communionis  exibat,  &c.   De  Baptifmo  Contra  Donatiftas, 
'  Lib.  5.  cap.  19.  vol.  vii.  p.  446. 

X  Si    eniin    lueredci   Aint^    Chriftiani   efie   non   poflunt.      De 
FtaeCriptione  Hercticoruniy  ie6l.  zxxvii.  p.  215. 

TertaUian,  in  his  treatiie  De  Pnefcrptione  Kxreticorum,  makes 
but  flight  mention  of  the  herefy  of  the  EbmitiSf  and  when  he  gives 
it  that  appelladon,  he  makes  it  to  confift  in  the  **  obfervance  and 
"  defence  of  cirtumctfion  and  the  law  j**  and  yet  he  reprefents  Hebion 
as  comprized  under  the  defcripuon  of  AutUbnft  by  St.  John»  p.  2x4- 
it  is  evident,  however,  from  his  making  the  unitarians  to  be  the 
pmOrfart  of  believers,  that,  m  his  time,  they  were  not  confidcred 

as 
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Now  it  is  evident  that  no  article  in  that  c 
alludes  to  the  opinions  of  the  unilarians,  but 
to  thofe  of  the  Gnoftics,  This  was  the  o 
formulary  of  chriftian  faith,  and  what  was  tai 
to  all  catechumens  before  baptifm ;  and  addii 
were  made  to  it  from  time  to  time,  in  ordc 
exclude  heretics.  This  creed  any  unitarian,  at 
one  who  believed  the  miraculous  conception,  nr 
fubfcribe  in  the  time  of  TertuUian,  and  then 
could  not  then  have  been  deemed  a  heretic.  . 


cc 
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The  rule  of  faith,"  he  fays,  "  is  only 
admitting  of  no  change  or  emendation,  requi 
us  to  believe  in  one  God,  almighty,  the  m 
"  of  the  world;  and  in  his  fon  Jefus  Chrift,  1 
*'  of  the  virgin  Mary,  crucified  under  Poi 
"  Pilate,  raifed  from  the  dead  on  the  third 

*^  received  up  into  heaven,  now  fitting  at  the  i 
^*  hand  of  the  Father,  and  who  will  come  a 
"  to  judge  the  living  and  the  dead,  even  by 
"  refurreftion  of  the  flefh.  This  law  of  i 
remaining,  other  things,  being  matters  of 
cipline  and  conduft,  admit  of  new  correfti 
the  grace  of  God  co-operating  */' 
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as  fo  far  heretical^  or  anii-chrifiian^  as  to  be  excluded  from  chi 
churches. 

•  Regula  quidem  fidci  una  omnino  eft,  fola,  immobilis,  ct 
formabilis,  credendi  fcilicet  in  unicum  deum,  omnipotentem,  r 
conditorem,  et  filium  ejus  Jefum  Chriftum  natum  ex  Virgiiic  ^ 
crudfixum  fub  Pontio  Pilato,  tcrtia  die  refufcltatum  amo 
rcceptum  in  cxlis,  fedcntem  nunc  ad  dextram  patris,  vent 
judkare  vivos  et  mortuos,  per  camis  ctiam  refurre6lionem. 
lege  fidei  maneote,  caetaa  jam  difciplinae  et  converfadonis,  adsii 

novii 


kill  ILllOlia.  A..,^--^      ....V...        ..*...,,£,       l.V,       g,V..V,,U. 

I  name  before  the  time  of  Epiphanius,  is 
If  a  proof  that  chcy  had  no  fcparate  places  of 
ip,  as  the  Gnoftics  and  other  heretics  had. 
ad  they  been  diftinguiihed  from  other  chrif- 
in  their  aflemblies,  it  is  impoffible  but  they 
have  been  diftinguifhed  by  a  /pacific  name. 
hadj  indeed,  in  particular  places,  names  given 

occafionally,  from  particular  perfons,  who 
»uifhcd  ihemfclves  by  the  defence  of  their 
nes,  as  Artemonites,  Noetians,  &c,  but  the 
il  body  of  unitarians  among  the  Gentiles  had 
lo  name  given  them  from  the  beginning,  to 
;uifh  them  from  other  chriftians,  till  the 
pt  made  by  Epiphanius  to  call  them  Alogi. 
ntroverfy  they  ibmetimes  diftinguilhed  them- 

by  the  name  ot  Monarchijls,  as  holding  the 
xhy,  or  fupremacy  of  the  father,  in  oppo- 

lo  thofe  who  maintained  the  divinity  of  the 
k„r  ,W,^  .HT.  nt,I„  «^  ^^.-^r.r.,,-,!    ^„A  «-,  „„ 
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allcdgcd  by  the  body  of  unitarians  before  th 
of  Theodotus.  Teaching  unbelievers  how 
tinguifti  between  orthodox  chriftians  and  fei 
he  fays,  "  They  have  fom«  perfons  by  whoi 
**  are  called.  According  to  the  name  of  the 
**  fiarch,  fo  is  the  feft ;  but  no  man  has  give 
name,  but  the  faith  itfelf.'*  Again  he  fays,  *< 
we  ever  feparated  from  the  church  ?  Ha 
*'  Herefiarchs  ?  Have  we  any  name  from  m 
*^  Marcion  gave  his  name  to  fome,  Manich 
**  others,  and  Arius  to  a  third  part  ?"  &c.  ♦ 

All  this  agrees  remarkably  well  with  ti 
poGtion,  that  thefe  unitarians  were  original 
thing  lefs  than  the  whole  body  of  Chriftian 
that  the  trinitarians  were  the  innovators ;  apj 
at  iiril  modeft  and  candid,  as  was  natural  whi 
were  a  fmall  minority,  but  bold  and  imj 
when  they  became  the  majority. 

It  has  been  fufficiently  bbferved  with  wl 
Ipcdb  Juftin  Martyr  treats  the  ancient  unit 
cvidendy  fliewing  that  in  his  time  his  owi 
trine  ftood  in  need  of  an  apology.     There  a 

*  Exffvoi  cx»^i  Tivo;  af>  «y  HaXowrcUf  ovth  th  cuf 
3ii^oyoTc  TO  ovofAotf  KM  exam  cupEorig  ofMiug  •  *grap  n/juv 
«3si(  siMMS¥  nfuv  owfAOf  .fi  h  'gnng  avm.     Chryfoft. 
Apoft.  Cap.  XV.    Horn.  33.  Vol.  viii.  p.  613^ 

Mn  yof  oTCox'^ftfda  Tuy  iXMTaartag  i  fAn  yap  cu^ 
CXO/MV;  fMi  yap  agr*  ay^paTruv  HoT^fAe^a;  (mi  yap  tjpa 
nifAtn  Ti$  tnis  tt^inp  tm  fuv  Maptuufj  tm  it  MowxaitE 
A^tt®-,  T«  fc  o^^®-  Tif  aipiaw  apxny®-.  Ibid*  p.  66 
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hiflSilgies  in  diis  writer^  in  which  he  fpeaks  of 
SfmrRCf J  with  great  indignadon^  as^  not  chrif-* 
*^jiaDa»  but  as  peiibns  whofe  teneats  were  abfurd, 
^ipopious^  and  bhiphemousj  with  whom  chrif- 
^^f|uia  hdd  no  communion/'  but  in  both  the 
IpfBigea  he  evidendj  iuul  a  view  to  the  Gncfiics 
M^  .denonunaced  from  the  name  of  their  teach* 
n.  He  paitiqilatif  mentions  the  **  Marcionites, 
^'die  Valendnians,  the  Bafilideans^  and  the 
yiSanimianians/*  He  fays  <'  they  blafphemed  the 
p  maker  of  the  worlds  and  the  God  of  Abrahamy 
r  liaacy  and  Jacobs"  diat  '^  they  denied  the  refur-> 
h  xcfition,  and  maintuned  that  after  death  the  foul 
p^'went  immediately  to  heaven*/'  ^^  Do  not^  fays 
kj  ^^fuppofe  thefe  to  be  chriftians."  Had  he 
nonfidered  the  tPfitarians,  with  whom  he  appears  to 
Pave  been  well  acquainted,  as  heretics,  would  he 
[not  have  mentioned  or  alluded  to  their  tenets  alfo 
in  thole  paifages,  in  which  he  fpeaks,  and  pretty 
htgcly  of  the  Chriftian  heretics  in  general?  It  is 
impoflible,  I  fliould  think,  to  read  thofe  pafiages, 
as  they  ftand  in  the  original,  introduced  as  a 

*  'Eton  wf  Km  cyfwrroy  a  ^iXm  oApigf  voxxoi,  a  a&ta  Mat 
tioapn/Ma  Aryov  not  vpontiy  iitidicafi  n  C90fum  ru  Intfir  mpotr- 
ttSvrrc;  '  xm  ftow  uf*  iifMn  ooro  mi  mpocun/fitOi;  taiv  ay3p«v  f $ 
nrij^  tua^  XikXH  ttm  r^fMi  npiaro  *  (oXAoi  yof  Mrr*  oAXor  rpo- 
9m  $i^aTffifAUf  rw  voiiSm  rw  o>mj  um  ro9  vf*  coBh  mfofjOivofU" 
uriXfliwYtf-SaiX^rofi  mu  roy  $iov  ACpoo^  km  IffaoKf  KcultuuiCj 
Ubnvnf  *  m  uikH  Kotmwfuv^  01  ymft^tAtq  e&w^  km  offtGns^ 
'ameAmtgKM0BfOfMi  ayk^  tfwofxpflaf  km  aih  th  rm  htn»  vtCuvy 
Mjpuii  IMMm  ^ftokoyuf  *  km  Xpiruami  Mife^  XtjfKoni  w  Tfotrois  o' 
•  TOK  c^m^  iro  Q9QIM  TV  Sf »  VKtjfmfWi  TMf  x<i^0V0*i<''^^  "^ 
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..-^  How  little  is  it  that  Irenxus  fays  of  the 

lllj  nites,    and  with   how   little  fcverity,    in  his 

treatife  concerning  herefy.  It  is  not  one 
hundreth  part  of  the  whole,  while  all  the 
employed  on  the  different  branches  of  Gnoffi 
The  harlhefl:  epithet  that  he  applies  to  them . 
of  vani,  which  confidering  the  manner  4 
ancients,  is  certainly  very  moderate.  Fam  #1 
EhioHjei'\.  He  fays,  indeed  J,  that  "  Goc 
judge  them,"  and  "  how  can  they  be  favcd  i 

MoXtifUvoi  MapMtavoiy  01  Js  Ovo^rvlivtavoi,  01  it  BoffiM^ua 
Xdhfrn^aeoKHj  mm  a»oi  a}J^  ovofiadiy  airo  th  e^fxttydH  tv 
fxoro;  wniiaioiu¥Oii  &c.    Dialog.  Edit.  Thirlby,  p. 

IIo^^l{(  ii  euf^MM  rm  td;  xa&afm  km  tuo'^nf  oviotv  } 
yvu/joii  n^  fM9i  yv»pi^uVf  iaifAoaa  cot  rsi  yap  Xiyofiams  f* 
Ttowd  cvlof  it  o^fv;,  MM  ajtCtii  ouftatoSia^y  6lt  Mala  7rav\ 
ftfAOj  MM  a^ta,  MM  awnia  iticumtiv  fi/i?^uau  coi.  Ei 

avf^axilt  vfmg  ntn  Acyo^Evoi;  Xfwiam^y  mm  nSo  fin  ofA 
o^Xa  MM  Chacrfnfuiv  to\ma)^iv  tov  dtov  ACpaofi^  uai 
Itraemy  mm  rot  Scoy  lojuaSj  ot  mm  XtyHO'iv  firitifM  vvtpwf 
oOO^  ofia  rm  aurodvfio'xttf  rag  "^x^  oi^mv  ava^Oj^Caa 
Tov  MfoafWi  foi  vflroAaC»)7e  aJiog  XpiriavHf,     Ibid.  p.  3H< 

*  See  Dialogue,  Edit.  Thirlby,  p.  108,  pars  fecunda,  p. 
t  Lib.  5.  Cap.  i.  p.  394.  %  ^^'  4*  ^^P*  ^ix.  p 
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^^noc  God  that  «oikcd«  one  thrir  ftlvraoD  xxjpoa 
caith.^  -v  Buc^'lfais  m  ■  no^^ientrnce  of  damnation 
upen  dmyin^pMiculcry  fop  holding  tiicir 
but  an  n^i^tMrtt  iiicd  bjr  him  to  refute 
and  is^  dia  tiult  a  if  he  had  faid.  Mankind 
10  general  could  nAt  bbviavcd,  if  Chrifthad  not 
God  as  well  as  num. 


rr 
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There  is.no  infbtnGt^- 1  believe,^:of  any  peHbn 
nring  been  exoooimunicated  for  being 'an  unitarian 
Theodocos^-bf  Vii9x>r  i)i(hop  of  Roitir»  the 
that  c»c<MniriiwicatrH.aU'theeafternchurchte> 
nife  tibey  traidd  nut  celebrate  Eaftcr- on  the 
that  he  prefcribed.  ;  Whereas  had  the  univeffal 
turch  been  trinitarian  &om  die  beginning,  would 
the  firft  unitarians,  the  firft  broachers  of  a 
:rine  (b  exceedingly  offenfive  to  them,  as^  in  all 
ages,  it  has  ever  been,  have  experienced  their 
^Wmoft  indignation,  and  have  been  expelled  (torn 
aU  chriftian  fbcieties  with  horror. 

t 

What  makes  it  more  particularly  evident,  that 
die  dodrine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chriil  was 
aot  thought  deferving  of  excommunication  ih  early 
['  times,  is,  that  though  the  Ebionitcs  were  anaibema-^ 
6zed^  as  Jerom  fays,  or  excommunicated,  .it  Was* 
not  on  account  of  their  denying  the  dofbine  of  the 
i&vinity  of  Chrifl,  but  cnly  on  account  of  dieir  rigid 
obfervance  of  the  Mofaic  law  *.  Had  you.  Sir,  been 
appointed  to  draw  up  a  form  of  excommunication 


*  Si  hoc  venim  ell.  In  Cherent!  et  Hehi'>nis  haensdm  dilabimur, 
fUt  crcdcntei  in  Chrifto,  propter  hoc  folum  a  pan  ibus  anathematizati, 

D  funt. 
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for  Socinus,  would  you  have  confined  your  diarge 
of  herefy  to  his  refofing  to  baptue  infants^  or  hisv 
muntaining  the  unlawfulneis  of  bearing  arms  ?  Tho, 
principal  article  would  certainly  have  been  hi*; 
believing,  with  the  £bionitcs>  that  Chrift  wM|  . 
nothing  more  than  a  man. 

Such  a  do£b-tne  as  that  of  the  fimple  humanity. 
of  Chriit,  in  a  church  univerfaUy  trinitarian,  muft  . 
neceflarily'  have  given  greater  alarm,  and  have 
roufed  the  orthodox  to  enrt  more  vigorous  mea- 
fures  than  the  fame  doArine  could  do,  in  the  time 
of  Calvin,  vhen  it  was  far  from  being  novel}  and> 
yet  he,  though  expofed  to  perfecution  himiel^^ 
thought  it  to  be  a  crime  for  which  burning  alivet 
was  no  more  than  an  adequate  punifhrnentj  and 
almoll  all  the  chriftian  world  juftiBed  his  ufuig> 
that  rigour,  with  refpe£t  to  Servetus<  Now,  fiacS' 
the  niinds  of  men  arc  in  all  ages  fimilarly  afic£lecl, 
in  fimilar  circumftaoces,  we  may  conclude,  tfaac 
the  unitarian  do£trine,  which  was  treated  with  ib 
much  refpeA,  when  it  was  firft  mentioned,  was  in 
a  very  diffi:rcnt  predicament  then,  from  what  ic 
was  at  the  time  of  the  reformation.  The  difference 
of  majority  and  minority^  and  nothing  elfe,  can 
account  for  this  difference  of  treatment. 

You  will  fay,  if  the  great  majority  of  Chrtftians 
in  early  times,  were  unitarians,  why  did  not  th^ 


Kbeoht&vs  AuounwQ,  Ep.  89.  Vol.  i.p .  <i4,, 
excommunicate 
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ekeonunofiicatft  the  innondng  trinitaritos.  I  an- 
trnttj  tbat  the  dofirine  of  the  trinity  was  hot,  in  its 
^ri^,  fuch  as  could  giwe  much  alarm,  as  I  have 
apLvned  in  my  Riffy  i$  the  Monthly  Reviewers^ 
pu  III  and  before  it  became  very  fi)rmidablc, 
Aere  was  a  gfeac  majority  of  the  learned  and 
pl^kyfophizing  ckigy  on  its  fide.  However,  that 
is  Al  give  very  great  alarm,  as  it  began  to  iinfold 
WiS^  I  have  brought  undeniabk  e?  idence. 

.  What  words,  io  aity  language^  can  exprefi  more 
alarms  or  diflike,  than  t9tp0vefcir0^  ^ixAJcaHd^tiztare^ 
hjr  wUdi  TertuUian  defcribes  their  feelbgs  on  this 
fubgeft;  and  Origen  has  fome  equally  ftrong  in 
Greek,  as  rmpa^fftif^  &c.  Had  the  unitarians  in 
fkok  jdmes  been  wrifers^  we  Ihould  probably  have 
heard  more  of  their  complaints.  At  prefent,  we 
](oow  nothing  of  them  belides  what  we  are  able  to 
eoOeft  concerning  them  from  their  adverfaries, 
who  thought  it  neceflary  to  make  frequent  apolo- 
gy to  them. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  indifputable  evi- 
dence, that  the  unitarian  doctrine,  and  even  in  its 
rooft  obnoxious  form,  exifted  in  the  very  time  of 
the  apoftles.  The  Jewifh  chriftians  in  general, 
not  only  thought  that  Chrift  was  a  nun  man,  but 
even  that  he  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph;  and  the 
gradatim  that  you  fpeak  of,  from  the  doftrine  of 
the  Ebionites,  in  the  time  of  St*  John  to  that  of 
Theodotus,  in  the  time  of  Victor,  has  no  exiftence 
but  in   your  own  lingle  imagination.    And  yet 

D  2  thefc 


3*  LETTERS    TO 

• 

thefe  unitarians  were  refpefted,  and 'not  expelledii 
from  chriftian  fbcieties,  by  the  orthodox  of  thatS 
age.  Explain  this  faft,  in  confiftence  with  thdr' 
not  being  the  nnajority  of  chriftians,  if  you  can.       ^ 

At  this  day,  as  the  unitarian  doftrine  happifly^' 
gains  ground  among  chriftians,  the  horror  withr 
which   it  has  been  confidered  is  manifeftly  Very^ 
much  abated.     Your  treatment  of  me,  land  of -aiU- ; 
who  hold  the  fame  opinion,  is  rather  extraordinary, 
confidering  the  times  in  which  we  live ;  but  tB  is ' 
mild,  •  and  moderate,    compared  with  the  uflial 
treatment  of  theTame  doftrine,  even  in  this  tolerant  ■ 
country  an  hundred,  or  even  fifty  years  ago.  ' 

'     •■      ■  ■         ■  J 

At  the  time  of  the  revolution,  it  was  made 
blafpbemy  by  aft  of  parliament,  openly  to  avow? 
what  I  ■  now  openly  defend,   and  was  punifhabic;: 
with  confifcation  of  goods  and  imprifonment  fori 
life,  if  perfifted  in;  and  the  law  ftill  remains  unrc-.' 
pealed.     But  it  is  feen  to  be  fo  arbitrary  and  unjuft  . 
(as  direfted  againft  thofe  who  confcientioufly  be- 
lieve  in  one   God   only,   without  acknowledging 
three  perfons  to  be  that  one  God)  that  no  one'. 
dares  to  put  it  in  execution;  and  the  ftate,  I  am-: 
confident,  only  waits  for  that  application,  which  I 
truft  will  be  made,  to  relieve  them,  and  to  wipe 
off  fuch  a  difgrace  from  our  ftatutes. 
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«^  /if  a^ermct^t/fot.Jifirj^e  iramjrm  thepagage 
if •  «^  Jtbattitfiusi  tmeeniing  tbt  tfimai  ^  tbe  tarif 
'     7ripj>!'  Cbrijliaaf  r^ing  to  €^. 


AS  one  argument  that  the  prlmitiye  church  of 
Jerufalem  was  properly  unitarian,  mwntain- 
ing  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  I  obfcfved,  that 
«  AthanaGus  himrdf  was  fo  fair  from  denying  it, 
that  he' endeavoured  to  acc(>utit'for  it,  by  faying 
all  the  Jews  were  fo  finnly  perfuaded  that 
___  MeOiah  was  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  man 
X  tlj«nfelvc3,  that  the  apoftles  were  obliged  to* 
■i&  great  caution  in  divulging  the  doftrine  of 
■'the  proper  divinity  of  Chrift." 

This  I  maintain  to  be  a  (hort,  but  true  ftate  of 
die  .cafe.  Athanafius  both  exprefsly  allowed  that 
die  Jewiih  chriftians  were  at  firft  of  the  opinion 
itat  Chrift  was  no  more  than  a  man,  and  he 
accounts  for  the  apofllcs  conniving  at  it,  without 
&ying  how  long  that  prudent  cdnnivance  continued. 
Id  my  Appendix  you  will  find  a  fomewhat  fuller 
ftite  of  the  argument.  I  fiiall  no*  diftinftly  con- 
fider  all  that  you  have  advanced  to  invalidate  the 
infereoce  that  I  have  made  &om  this  remarkable 
I  ftiall  afterwards  fliew  that  it  was  not 
Athaoalius  only,  but  Chryfoftom  alfo  j  and  as  he 
D  3  lays 
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lays,  the  antunts^  and  the  tnoft  iA^gmJbed  fatbits^ 
rf  the  churchy  who  gave  the  lame  repnefentatiQa)' 
of  the  ilate  of  dungs  in  the  apoftolical  age. 

.Tou  fay^  p^  22^  that  Athanafius  is  here  fpeak^ 
ing  of  the  tinbelieving  Jews,  The  expreflion  is 
m  toIb  UiaiM  the  Jews  of  that  age  \  which  includes 
both  the  believing  and  unbelieving  Jews.  Had 
he  been  {peaking  of  the  Jews  of  his  own  time^  it 
would^  1  own,  have  been  probable  that  he  meant 
the  unbelieving  Jews  $  but  fpeaking,  as  he  does» 
of  the  Jews  at  the  very  firft  promulgation  of 
chriftianity  among  them,  it  is  moft  natural  to 
fuppofe  that  he  meant  aU  the  Jews.  Paul,  long^ 
after  his  converfion  to  chriftianity,  called  himfclf  a 
Jew.  However,  it  will  be  fufficiently  evident  fix)m 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  pallage,  that  he  muft  have 
ineant  the  believing  Jews  principally,  and  in  fbme 
relpc6b  the  believing  Jews  only,  exclufive  of  the 
unbelieving  ones.  And  in  this  conftrudtion  of  the 
paflage  I  am  by  no  means  fingular,  but  have  the 
fanftion  of  trinitarians  themfelves. 

But  admitting  that  the  Jews  here  meant  were 
unbelieving  Jews,  they  were  fuch  as  the  apoftks 
wiflied  to  convert  to  chriftianity,  and  many  of  them 
loon  became  chriftians.  How  the  apoftles  con- 
dufted  themfelves  with  refpeft  to  thele  men,  fiift 
unbelieving,  and  then  believing  Jews^  Athanafius 
thus  informs  \|s.  Our  readers  may  judge  of  the 
fidelity  of  the  tranllation  by  confulting  the  original 
ifi  the  mar^i  and  as  I  only  abridged  the  paflage. 

before, 
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btfilrej  I  fiiaU  nam  fi^ve  a  lai^r  portion  of  it  ac 
faU  kogthf  for  tfatf  whole  is  much  too  large  to 
trufcribe*.  <*  Will  they  affirm  that  the  apoftles 
"  held  the  do£bine  of  Arius,  becauie  they  fay  that 
;  **  GbfUl  was  a  man  af  Nazarethj  and  fuffered  on 
^  ^  tbc  crois  i  Or  becaufe  they  ufed  chcie  words 
¥,wcre  the  apoftles  of  opinion  that  Chrift  was  only 
^a-inan^  aqd  nothing  elfe  ?  By  no  means:  this  is 
^  net  %o  be  imagined.  But  this  they  did  as  wi/e 
^wui^er  hisldersy  snd  Jiewards,  (f  ibe  mxfierUs  of 
*f-Gikii  and  they  had  this  fpecious  pretence  for  it. 
^  For  the  Jews  of  that  age  being  deceived  them- 
'^  felyes,  and  having  deceived  the  Gentiles,  thought 
**  that  Chrid  was  a  mere  man,  only  that  he  came 
"  of  the  feed  of  David,  refembling  other  dc- 
**  fcendants  of  David,  and  did  not  believe  cither 
*'  that   he  was  God,  or  that  the  word  was  made 

tffojfw  •  oy&f 6)7oy  yoif  aulov  aTro  Na^o^^,  xai  va!^y\lov  tov  X^irov 
airetyyM^^iVj  tMttvuv  ronw  roiavlct  favla(ofjLEvo3Vj  a^  tTTfiivi  roiq 
fiiutm  n^oi^  exfi^^*^  ftovov  ai'S^wff'oy  litiffo^  top  Xfirov  oi  Attoo'^ 
I0XO1,  xcu  mXiov  n^ev ;  fMfi  yevoilo  *  iw  f nv  ish  Eig  vow  molE  thIo  ^o- 
Cinr  *  oX^a  HM  Tiilo  «;  a^x^^^^^^^  (Tflj^ot,  km  ouiovofjtoi  fjLurA^im 
Se8  mivoifiiHaffi .  MM  mv  ahiav  exovc-iv  tWhoyov  *  vxtiin  ysc^  01  r6\t 
laksuoi  «9Mm(&cv7r(,  mm  whavtia'avlEg  £xx>}Wif,  Evo/M(of  ror  X^trovj 
^Om  €a&ft»wovj  fAonv  u  (rTnff^oihi  AaSi.^  tfx^^^^  '^  ufMiolrlla 
TMr  m  rot  AaSii^  oMuv  ysvofuvotf  TEMvav'  ifls  Jk  Bsov  aJlovy  ah  oil 
Urj/&'  ffOfi  tyEvilo  EVirEvov  .  ts/Ik  evexoj  fxtla  voXAir;  mg  awEcrEVi 
m  fumofioi  cnroroAoi  tu  av^fuTCiva  m  a-oShfo^  E^itr/iivlo  vpcJIov  roig 
hioioife  no  Ohoag  vn^oylc^  mIs^  em  tuv  peu90/Atmv  mm  ytvo/jLivmf 
WMfUun^  tlJi^iAnvM  rov  Xfirovj  T^mov  km  «$  ra  vi^i  tus  ^s^iflof 
uAm  'mm  Mllisg  avayayua-ivj  iEUtvuvlEg  oil  ra  yzvofAEvti  Efya  hm  euv 
aAfvmj  oAXa  ^eh  .  apaXEi  Hil^og  0  Xiym  mo&T^ov  rov  X^irof^ 
ndpf  mmn^  slo;  ofx^iTc^  tvi^  (a^$  cnv  •  &C  &c«  Dc  SententU 
Dionyiii,  Opera,  voL  i.  p.  55  3>  554* 
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"  Seih.    On  this. account  the  blelTed  apoftlcsi  with'^ 
"  great  prudence^   in  the  firft  place,  taught  what  A 
"  related  to  the  humanity  of  our  Saviour  to  the  3 
*'  Jewsj   that  having  fijlly  pcifuaded  them,  from  i 
"  his  miraculous  works,  that  Chrift  was  come,  they  '^ 
"  might  afterwards  bring  them  to  the  belief  of  his  4 
"  divinity,  Ihewing  that  his  works  were  not  thofc  'I 
*'  of  a  man,  but  of  God.    For  example,  Peter  J 
"  having   fald  that  Chrift  was  a  man  who  had  < 
"  fuflcred,  immediately  added,  be  is  the  prince  of 
"  life.     In  the  gofpcl  he  confcffes,  Thou  art  the 
"  Chrift,  the  fon  of  the  living  God;  and  in  his 
"  epilUe  he  calls  him  the  i>iJbop  of  Souls ." 

Here,  I  think,  are  fufficient  marks  of  great  cau-    ; 
//Off,  and  the  apoftles,  leading  their  converts  to  the  ' 
knowledge  of  the  divinity  of  chrift,  by  very  dlftant    ' 
and  uncertain  inferences  indeed,  fuch  as  Jews,  fa 
previoudy  perfuaded  as  he  reprefcnts  them  to  have 
been,  of  the  fimple   humanity  of  their  Mefiiah, 
would  not  very  readily  underftand. 

Now  if  this  caution  was  requifite  in  the  firft  in- 
ftance,  and  with  refpeft  to  the  firft  converts  that  the 
apoftles  made,  it  was  equally  requifite  with  refpeib 
to  the  reft,  at  Icaft  for  the  fake  of  others  who  were 
not  yet  converted ;  unlets  the  firft  Ihould  have  been 
enjoined  fecrecy  on  that  head.  For  whenever  it 
had  been  known  that  the  apoftles  were  preaching  ■ 
not  fuch  a  Mcfliah  as  they  cxpefted,  viz.  a  man  like 
themjehes,  but  the  eternal  God,  the  difference  was 
fo  great,  that  a  general  alarm  muft  have  been-i 
fpread. 
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d,  and  the  converfion  of  the  reft  of  the  Jews 
.  doArine  which  muft  have  appeared  fo  highly 
obable  to  them)  muft  have  been  impeded, 
may  therefore  prefume,  that  the  apoftles  muft 
connived  at  this  ftate  of  ignorance,  concerning 
divinity  of  Chrift,  in  their  Jewifli  converts, 
here  was  little  hopes  of  making  any  farther 
cits  among  the  Jews,  and  till  the  gofpcl  began 
s  preached  to  the  Gentiles. 

ndeed,  this  muft  have  been  the  cafe,  according 
bthanafius's  own  accounts  For  he  fays,  that 
:  Jews,  being  in  an  error  themfclvcs,  led  the 
iles  into  the  fame  error.  For  your  notion,  that 
mtileSj  our  author  here  meant  projclytes  of  the 

is  altogether  arbitary  and  improbable.  Nay, 
rcry  exiftence  of  thefe  profelytes  of  the  gate, 
muft  know  has  been  queftioned,  and  I  think 
difproved  by  Dr.  Lardner  and  others.  Be- 
,  it  is  not  to  be  fuppofed,  that  the  doftrine  of 
sffiah  could  have  been  very  interefting  to  any, 
les  native  Jews,   or  at  the  moft,  thofe  that 

complete  profclytes ;  whereas  to  the  Gentile 
Hans  it  was  a  matter  of  the  greateft  moment, 
hefe  Gentiles,  therefore,  I  conclude  that  Atha- 
is  muft  have  meant  chrifiian  Gentiles,  and  con- 
rntly  that  by  the  Jews,  who  led  them  into  that 
ike,  he  meant  the  believing,  and  not  the  un- 
ring  Jews.     The  learned  Beaufobre,  a  trinita- 

and  therefore  an  unexceptionable  judge  in 
afc,  quoting  this  very  paffage,  does  not  hefi- 
:o  pronounce  that  they  were  believing  Jews, 

who 
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who  were  inteoded  b;  die  writer.  "  Ces  Jnilj 
he  iays,  "  ne  font  pas  les  Jui&  incredults,  dbj 
**  ceux  qui  fiufbicnt  profeflion  du  chriftianifnx*,' 

.  What  I  have  refpe£t  to  ia  this  paflbge,  is  fj 
^vious  general  tenor  uid  Cpirit  of  it,  andidi 
particular  words  or  phr^les ;  or,  I  mig^t  obftrt 
that  the  veris  in  that  part  of  the  pallagCkJ  iribi 
menuons  CSirifi  heiHg  tome  ef  the  JtU  tf,  JkMk 
and  die  wvrd  bm%  made  fieflt^  are  not  io  the  >Ma 
$Bifii  and  thetefore  do  not  naturally  refer  e4^ 
MefUah  in  general,  vho  was  tp  ramtt  but  tn! 
perfon  who  was  a£iualfy  tomtj  that  is,  to  J«fi 
Chrifi:  in  particular.  The  Latin  tranflatOT'i'll 
Athanafius,  a  Catholic,  and  certainly  no  unttaria 
had  fo  litde  fufpidon  of  any  other  meaning,  A 
he  renders  im  X^nt  in  this  place  by  Ji/tmi  fo  th 
1  am  &r  from  being  lingular,  or  paidcukrly  t»al 
by  my  own  opinions,  in  my  conftruftioa  of  ll 
paHage. 

Suppofing,  however,  not  only  the  profelytttll 
the  gate,  but  the  whole  body  of  the  Gentiles  (liaS 
ai  they  were  concerned  in  the  queftioa)  to  hni 
been  previoufly  taught  by  the  Jews  that  ili4 
Mefliah,  whenever  he  fbould  come,  would  ll 
nothing  more  than  a  man;  if  this  was  an  opifli 
that  they  were  as  fully  perfuaded  of  as  AthuuA 
reprefents  the  Jews,  their  teachers,  to  have.ba 
the  fitme  caution  mu(^  hare  been  as  necefliuy 

*  Hiftorie  de  Muucheirin^  n\.  ii.  p.  ji  7. 

rcfp 


r 


DiL  HORSLEY.  ■ 


(^tft  to  them,  u  with  fcfpeft  to  the  Jews,  dinn- 
1^  ^id  for  the  Uant  reafon. 

I  Adunafiiu  muft,  therefoiti  be  undeifiood  to 
k  dut  the  JewUh  cooreitsji.  while  (through  the 
of  the  ftpoftles)  they  wete  ignorant  of  the 
of  Chrift,  fvcacbed  the  gofpel » tha  fiatt 
lAe  Gcatiles.  And  as  he  (peaks  of  Gentiles  m 
lit  and  without  any  itfpeft  to  time,  and  alfo  of 
bang  aAually  brought  over  to  that  belief,  it 
inpolSble  not  to  undcrftand  him  of  this  caution 
continued  till  the  gofpel  had  been  fiilly 
cd  to  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the  Jews, 
ifides,  one  of  the  inftances  that  Athanafius  here 
of  the  preaching  of  the  fimple  humanity  of 
Irift,  ia  taken  froni  the  difcourfe  of  the  apoftle 
at  Athens,  which  was  about  the  year  53,  after 
ft;  and  indeed  at  thi^  time  the  gofpel  had  not 
preached  to  any  great  extent  among  the 
For  it  was  on  this  very  journey  that 
ipoftle  firEt  preached  the  gofpel  in  Macedonia 
I  Greece* 

If  according  to  Athanafius,  the  apoftoltcal  rc- 
R  with  refpeA  to  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of 
rift  continued  dll  this  time  (and  he  fays  nothing 
iKcming  the  termination  of  it)  '.7e  may  prefume 
this  great  doftrine,  fuppofing  it  to  have  been 
»n  to  the  apoftlcs,  had  not  been  publicly 
Rgbt  by  them,  till  very  near  the  time  of  their 
i^icrfion  and  death}  and  then  I  think  it  muft  have 
too  late  even  from  them.  For  it  appears 
from 


i 
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from  the  book  of<A£ts>  that  their  m^re :  ^«/i^ 
was  not  fufficient  to  overbear  the.  prejiid^ci 
their  countrymen.  At  leaft,  fuch  an  extraop^ 
communication  of  a  doftrine  of  which  they  ha 
conception^  mud  have  occafioned  fuch  ai>  al 
and  confternation,  as  we  niull  have  foundvj 
traces  of  in  the  A&s  of  the  apoftles.  It  couk 
have: beenrecetved  without  hefitation  and  debj 

i 

If  we  can  fuppofe  that  the-  apoflles  ibme 
before  their  death>  did  communicate  this  gre^k 
unexpeftcd  doftrine,  the  etfefts  of  fuch  con 
nication  mud  have  been  very  tranfient.  For 
fently  after  the  death  of  the  apoftles,  we  find  a 
Jewilh  Chriftians  diftinguilhed  by  the  nanr 
NazareneSy  or  Ebionites,  and  no  trace  of  the  do^ 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  among  them.  If  yoi 
produce  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  I  hope 
will  do  it.  It  certainly  behoves  you  to  do  it  ii 
can;  for  without  this,  you  will. hardly  mal 
appear  probable  that  the  apoflles  ever  comn 
cated  fuch  a  doctrine  at  all. 

You  fay,  p.  25,  "  With  what  readineC 
**  apoftles  led  their  catechumens  on  from  the 
"  pleft  principles  to  the  higheft  myfteries ;  of 
"  confummate  ability  of  the  apoftles,  in  the  1 
"  city  of  teachers,  Athanafius  fpeaks  with 
**  commendation.  Their  caution  he  never  1 
"  tions.  On  the  'contrary,  the  rapid  progr< 
**  their  inftruction,  how  they  paffed  at  once 
"  the  detail  of  our  Lord's  life  on  earth,  tc 

"  m 
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jmyftoy  of  hb  Godhiead;  u  one  principal  bnnch 

ftfy  cntottiaml'   I  Mffa  due  Dr.  Prieftky-hid 

IBattced-th«tiaaige,-'iii  which  he  thinks  tho 

'«M  ttxcai  «kh'«aution."  ' 


l^-liato  noiir  prediiced  die  pafi&ge,  and  h«ve 
hiHatnwthi,-  viii.  tfM<nrwhich>  id  the  coiv^ 
tA'^^^tiichrhe'itodsv  out  boar  jto  btherfenfe 
f^WtiMi'-and  great  caution  (^tibmuMf  »twwr) 
^I  haye  lU^cwife  ihcwn  from  the  whole  tenor 
IW^ifilcovrfe^ithBt'Adianafius  could  have  in- 
["jiiM^fag  elfe  duui  to  dcfcribe  their  prudence, 
ememe  caution,  and  to  account  for  il  He 
fcmly  docs  not  reprefent  them  as  deferring  the 
imication  of  the  do£trine  of  the  divinity  of 
,  on  account  of  its  being  more  conveniently 
afterwards,  as  part  of  a  fyftem  of  faithj  but 
rkdft  ii  ftiodld  have  given  ofience  to  the.  Jews. 
Us  /kiil  or  prudence,  in  thefe  circumftances,  be 
die  tame  thing  v/'ith- cautioxy  I  do  not  know 
t  is  meant  by  cautim, 

Ch  the  other  hand,  I  Bnd  no  trace  of  rapidity 
this  account  of  the  apoiUes  condu^b.  All  that 
frpiches  to  it  is  that,  immediately  after  any. 
{icon  of  die  humanity  of  Chrift  (which  he  fpcaks 
b  neceflary  on  account  of  the  jewifh  prejudices) 
%!  the  apollles  fubjoin  fome  expreflion  which 
jis  have  led  .their  hearers  to  the  knowledge  of 
<Srinity  j  but  the  inftances  he  produces  are  fuch 
(faialy  confute  any  prcteniions  to  their  being  a 
iiff  mdfuU  declaration  of  that  do£trine. 
i  The 
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"  Prieftky, .  hath  aflerted  it  m  any  part  of  J 
"  Hiftory  of  Electricity."  Whether  in  my  Hiftg 
of  Eleftricity,  or  in  this  piece  of  Athanafius, ' 
which  he  gives  a  large  account  of  the  conduit 
the  apoftles  with  refpeft  to  their  preaching  d 
divinity  of  Chrift,  an  account  of  tlie  actiul  ^ 
of  fuch  preaching  might  be  more  naturally  e 
peifted,  I  leave  to  our  readers.  I  ftiould  ha' 
tliought,  that  if  Athanafius  cculd  have  added,  thi 
notwithftanding  thtir  caution  in  preaching  d 
extraordinary  do^rine,  againft  which  he  acknot 
kdgcp,  the  Jews  had  the  Itrongclt  prejudices,  th 
neverthckfs,  did  preach  it  with  efttft,  and  that 
was  the  general  belief  of  the  Jcwifli  cliriftians 
their  time,  he  would  not  have  thought  it  at  i 
foreign  to  his  purpofe.  It  would  certainly  ha 
favoured  his  great  objcft  in  writing  this  piece,  vj 
the  vindication  of  Dionyfius,  in  ufmg  a  like  cautit 
with  refpeft  to  the  Sabellians;  to  have  add< 
that  this  prudence,  or  caution,  was  nor,  in  eith 
of  the  two  cafes,  finally  detrimental  to  the  caufe 
truth.  I  therefore  confider  the  filence  of  Atlianali 
on  this  head,  as  a  negative  argument  of  for 
weight  i  and  upon  the  whole  I  think  I  have  ma 
it  appear  that  Athanafius  muft  have  fuppofcd  il; 
both  die  Jewilli  and  Gentile  churches  were  unitari 
in  the  time  of  the  apoftles,  at  leaft  he  enables 
to  infer  that  it  mull  have  been  fu ;  and  this  is  qu 
fufficient  for  my  argument. 

That  Athanafius,    however,    Ihould    aftua 
confider  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift, 
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fome  dme  unknown  to  the  generality  of  chrif- 
in  the  age  of  the  apoftles,  will  be  thought 
Ids  extraordinary,  when  it  is  obferved,  that, 
Teitullian,  he  acknowledges  the  unitarian 
to  be  very  prevalent  among  the  lower 
of  people  in  his  own  time.  He  calls  them 
•I  «po7j^s  the  mmy^  and  defcribes  them  as  perfons 
"  tew  underftanding.  Things  that  arc  fublimc 
^nd  di£BcuIt|"  he  fays,  "  are  not  to  be  appre- 
'  bended,  except  by  faith,  and  ignorant  people 
muft  fall  if  they  cannot  be  perfuaded'  to  reft  in 
''fidi,  and 'avoid  curious  queftions  */* 


There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  but  that  the 

"inc  of  the  trinity  was  a  long  time  very  unpo- 

with  the  common  people  among  chriftians  i 

this  is  a  faA  that  cannot  be  fatisfa6torily  ac- 

[toontcd  for,  but  on  the  fuppofition  that  the  doc- 

ttine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrifl  was  that 

Nudi  had  been  handed  down  to  them  by  tradition 

ifon  the  apoftles.     It   was  not  the  doftrine  of 

[Anus  that  Athanafius  is  here  complaining  of,  but 

!^  of  Paulus  Samofatenfis,  who   was  a  proper 

i^iarian,  believing  that  Chrift  had   no  exiftence 

Wore  he  was  born  of  his  mother  Mary.     The 

peat  popularity  of  Photinus,  at  and  after  this  time, 

*  hvxti  Js  KOI  vw  T85  a^tX'^fJLSV^q  rr\i  ayia;  WireaJf,  nTs^i  rav 

\^(xaffffi  fMoiv  Sxovjflao'a  T«f  vo>Xng  •  fiaMra  rag  nXaTlufjLsvag 

•^  Tw  ffwto'iv .  Ta  yaf  finyaXoL  kou  ^ucJtalaXnTilst  rav  "sr^ayfjLa^ 

fh  Vlra  m  mfOf  rov  ^sov  XctftSavilcu,     OSsv  ot  vs^i  tdv  yvua-iv 

!*iMfliii?cf  aTOTi^ciif^  ffi  fjoi  mua^Biev  BfAfAiVBiv  td  'srirei,  mm  Ta$ 

f^ifx^rif;  ^nhoYK  («7f E9re0-Sai.      De  incamatione  verbi  contra 

frahim  Samofatenfem,  Opera,  vol.  i,  p.  59'* 

E  fhews 
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(hews  with  what  difficulty  the.  common  pe(^ 
were  brought  off  from  this  doftrine ;  and  aUTo  di 
confeflion  of  Auftin^  that  he  was  of  that  opinion^  (j 
he  became  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  Platti*< 

It  is  not  from  Athanafius  alone  that  we  are  4| 
£>rmed  of  this  cautious  proceeding  of  the  apoftlcN 
in  divulging  the  dodrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifl 
Chryfoftom  afcribes  the  fame  caution  both  t 
Chrifl:  himfelf^  and  the  apo(tles«  '^  One  reafon,''  fa 
fays>  "  why  Chrifl:  faid  fo  little  of  his  own  diviniC] 
"  was  on  account  of  the  weaknefs  of  his  auditors 
'*  Whenever  he  fpake  of  himfelf  as  any  thing  moc 
'^  than  man>  they  ran  to  him^  and  received  hi 
"  words  */'  Of  diis  he  gives  many  exam[de: 
"  Our  Saviour,"  he  fays,  *'  never  taught  his  ofi^ 
<'  divinity  in  exprefs  words,  but  only  by  afhiboi 
^'  leaving  the  fuller  explication  of  it  to  his  difcipl0 
**  If,"  fays  he,  "  they  (meaning  the  Jews)  wcT 
^'  fo  much  offe'nded  at  the  addition  of  another  lat 
*^  to  their  former,  much  more  muft  they  have  beci 
**  with  the  doftrine  of  his  divinity  ■[■/' 

Chryfoftom  afcribes  the  fame  caution  to  th< 
apofties  on  this  fubjeft.  He  fays  that  they  con- 
cealed the  doftrine  of  the  miraculous  concepdon^ 

MM  TH  Kryov  B^xovlo.     Homil.  3^*  vol.  i.  p.  409. 

crafu;  vM^tvuv,     Ei  yof  n  th  vofM  vfo^^mm  roa^w  cuUf  fSufii 
Cft,  voxaai  fjLo.'KKoy  TO  ^Eov  BMjlof  aTrofMveiVm    In  caput 
Horn.  1 6.  vol.  vii.  p.  154. 
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account  of  the  incredulity  of  the  Jews  with 
to  it;  and  that  when  they  b^;an  to  preach 
golpdj  they  infilled  chiefly  on  the  refurredtion 
[of  Chiift  ^.     With  lefpeft  to  the  former  (and  the 
\^at  may,  no  doubt,  be  applied  to  the  latter)  he 
he  did  not  give  ''  his  own  opinion  only,  but 
which  came  by  tradition  from  the  fathers, 
tai  eminent  men.     He  therefore  would  not 
bave  his  hearers  to  be  alarmed,  or  think  his 
tccount  of  it  extraordinary  j- •" 


N 


^'  Thus,  he  fays;  that  "  it  was  not  to  give  offence 
Id  die  Jews,  that  Peter,  in  his  firft  fpeech  to 
dicm,  did  not  fay  that  Cbriji  did  the  wonderful 

J  *  woiics  of  which  he  fpakc,  but  that  God  did  them 
by  him;  that  by  fpeaking  more  modcftly  he 

'•might  conciliate  them  to  himfelf  J."    The  fame 

'Cintion  he  attributes  to  him,  in  <<  not  faying  that 

•  Cbrifty  but  that  God  fpakc  by  the  mouth  of  his 
*holy  prophets,  that  by  thcfe   means  he  might 

*  bring  them  gradually  to  the  faith  §." 

*  Matt.  Cap.  I.  HonL  3.  vol.  vii.  p.  20. 

f  A>9m  ixn  ^ofuCti^^t  Vfog  TO  tsa^a^oiov  T8  Xcto/ucv^.     h  Je 

mifrnv.    Ibid. 

{  OukA  Afyei  6I1  ea^®'y  oXX  oli  3i  aJlH  0  ^eo^j  iva  iicOO^v  roi 
§Ktfiatnf  ifo^MwnSlai.  In  A^  Apoftolorum,  cap.  ii.  Horn.  6« 
▼oLviii.  p.  491. 

Tn  avffxui(u9  (AcPskap  avl}s$  i7rayo(is)f®'  tig  'srtriv  YifSfJia^     Ibid. 

£  2  I  cannot 


/ 
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in  die  mein  time  the  Mtmtbfy  Rivieaaer  xoxf 
be  indulg^g  his  conjefhirest  uid  preparing  hii 
acclin»d<»Ui  for  which  our  readers  will  likewiA 
be  pretty  weU  prepared. 

I  am>  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER      V. 

* 

mpmmfor  ibe  late  origin  of  the  doSrim  tf  the 
dMmiy  tf  Cbrifi,  from  the  difficidty  nf  tracing  the 
m  wlncb  ii  wasfrft  divulged. 


I 


Dbar  Siif 

I J  CANNCrr  difinifs  this  fubjeft  of  the  flxong 
prgudioes  of  the  Jews  in  general  in  favour  of 
Mefliah  being  merely  a  man  (thus  explicitly 
knowle^^^  by  Athanafius^  Chryfoftom,  and 
rs,  who  iay^  that  on  this  account  the  apoftles 
not  pitach  the  dodrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift 
firft^  but  only  after  the  people  were  fatisfied  with 
Tei^>e£t  to  his  Meffiahlhip)  without  requefting  your 
Opinion  with  refpeft  to  the  time  when  this  great  fecret 
cf  Chrift  not  being  merely  a  man,  but  the  eternal 
God  himfelf,  or  the  maker  of  heaven  and  earth  un- 
der God,  was  communicated,  firft  to  the  apoftles 
themfelves,  and  then  by  them  to  the  body  of  chriftians. 

You  cannot  fay  that  John  the  B^ptift  preached 
any  fuch  dofbrine;  and  when  the  apoftles  firft  at- 
tached thcmfelves  to  Jefus,  it  is  evident  they  only 
confidered  him  as  being  fuch  a  Meftiah  as  the  reft 
of  the  Jews  expefted,  viz.  a  man,  and  a  king. 
When  Nadianiel  was  introduced  to  him  it  was 
evidendy  in  that  light,  John  i.  45,  Philip  findetb 
Natbamel,  andjaitb  unto  bim,  We  have  found  bim 
tf  wbom  Mofes  in  tbe  law,  and  the  fropbetSy  did 

E  4  write. 
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wnV^,  Jefus  of  Nazarftb,  jf^Jw^  J^M^ 
had  then,  we  may  f^{!fK>fe,.  na^koowledge  ei 
the  miraculous  concepdori. 

Nbw/ as  you  i^^  "  Chriftsi 

^^  mucH' more  t$^  11^  f!f^^^^  being  &iii 
'^  fafliion  as  a  mah  was  really  the  moft  e?o 
'^  dinary  part  of  his  hiftory  and  charaderi' 
at  firfl:  the  apofiles,  you  muft  allow,  were  ¥ 
ignorant  of  ;his;  there  mid^t  h^ve  been  a 
within  the  compafs  of  the  evangelical  hiftory, 
this  mod:  extraordinary  part  of  his  charaftei 
communicated  to  them.  Now  what  period  i 
gofpel  hiftory  can  you  pitch  upon,  in  whicl 
can  fuppofe  that  this  great  difcovery  was  ms 
them  ?  What  traces  do  you  find  of  it  ? 

That  Jefus  was  even  the  M^ah  was  div 
with  the  greateft  caution,  both  to  the  apoftlei 
to  the  body  of  the  Jews,  For  a  long  tim 
X.ord  faid  nothing  explicit  on  this  fubjeft,  bi 
hi3  difciples,  as  well  as  the  Jews  at  large,  to 
of  him  from  what  they  faw.  In  this  manne 
he  replied  to  the  meflengers  that  John  the  i 
fent  to  him. 

If  the  High-prieft  exprefled  his  horror,  by 
ing  his  cloaths,  on  Jefus  avowing  himfelf  to  I 
Mefliah,  what  would  h^  have  done  if  he  had  1 
or  fufpefted,  that  he  had  made  any  higher  p 
lions  ?  And  if  he  had  made  them,  they  mirf 
tranfpired.    When  the  people  ia  general  fj 

mint 


f  ' 


en 
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loitf  works,  they  only  wondered  that  God 

IttYC  given  fo  much  power  to  a  man> 

iz.  8.  fneM  the  muUitude  Jaw  it^  they  mar-^ 

Md  gkrified  God,  who  bad  gtvmjtub  power 

I  and  yet  diis  was  on  the  occafion  of  his 

the  core  of  a  paralytic  perfbn,  by  £iy« 

njfins  he  ferfhen  tbee,  which  the  Fhaiifees 

^c  toht  a  bla^hemous  prefumption. 

iV^jflBc  the  time  dttt  Herod  heard  of  him,  it  was 

-by  ibme  that  he  was  Elias,  by  others 
he  ^ihi' a' prophet,  and  by  feme  that  he  was 
n&n'  from  die  dead ;  but  none  of  them  ima- 
tiijtt  he  was  either  the  moll  high  God  him- 
btiSkt  maker  of  the  world  under  God.     It  was 
fo  much  as  fuppofed  by  any  perfon  that  Jefus 
nned  his  mighty  works  by  any  proper  power 
tis  0WHi  fo  &r  were  they  from  fufpefting  that  he 
the  God  who  had  ipoken  to  them  by  Mofes,  as 
^yoa  now  fuppofe  him  to  have  been. 


If  he  was  known  to  be  a  God  at  all  before  his 
dctdi,  it  could  only  have  been  revealed  to  his  dif- 
ciples,  perhaps  the  apoftles,  or  only  his  chief  con- 
fidents among  them,  Peter,  James,  and  John, 
ibppoie  on  the  mount  of  transfiguration,  though 
nothing  is  Uid  concerning  it  in  the  hiftory  of  that 
tranfaflion.  Certainly  what  they  faw  in  the  garden 
of  Gethfemane  could  not  have  led  them  to  fufpeft 
any  fijch  thing.  But  if  it  had  ever  been  known  to 
Pdrr,  can  wc  fuppofe  he  could  have  denied  him  as 
lietelxd?.Befides,  as  our  Lord  told  them  there  were 

•  *  many 


-; 
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many  dungs  which  he  could  not  infoim  themfl 
before  his  death,  and  that  they  Ihould  know  a 
wardsi  this  was  a  thing  To  very  wonderful  f 
unfufpe^ted,  that  if  any  articles  of  infon 
were  kept  from  them  ac  that  time,  this 
ceit^nly  have  been  one. 

If  you  fuppofe  that  Thomas  was  acquainted  v 
this  molt:  extraordinary  part  of  his  mafter's  chanfiA 
cer,  which  led  him  to  cry.  My  Lord  and  apr  Qtd^ 
when  he  was  convinced  of  his  refurredtion,  u  tet^ 
was  not  one  of  the  tbreej  who  had  been  entmftoA! 
with  any  fecrets,  it  mufl  have  been  known  to  tit 
the  twelve,  and  to  Judas  Ifcariot  among  the  itiLt. 
And  fuppofe  him  to  have  known,  and  to  have  be^r 
lieved  that  Jefus  was  his  God  and  maker,  waa  ilBt 
poflible  for  him,  or  for  any  man  to  have  fonnedai 
deliberate  purpofe  to  betray  him  (Peter,  you  vaafi 
lay,  was  taken  by  furprize,  and  was  in  peiicnMit 
danger)  or  if  he  had'oniy  heard  of  the  pretenfion^ 
and  had  not  believed  it,  would  he  not  have  madCt 
ibme  advantages  of  that  impofition,  and  have  inadei 
the  difcovery  of  this,  as  well  as  of  every  thing  die 
that  he  knew  to  his  prejudice  ? 

If  you  fuppofe  that  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was 
unknown  to  the  apoftks  till  the  day  of  PentecfA : 
befides  lofmg  the  benefit  of  fevcral  of  your  argu* 
ments  for  this  great  doftrine,  which  you  now  carp*, 
fully  collect  from  the  four  evangelif^,  we  have  no. 
account  of  any  fuch  difcovery  having  been*madc  at . 
that  time,  or  at  any  fubfequcnt  one.  And  of  ochecj 
articles  of  illumination,  of  much  lefs  confequencn 

thad 
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id&»  we  hsvc  diftiiift  infoitnatioii,  udalibof 

in'WhkhdiCf  iinpfeflcddienu    Thisis. 

the  cife  ifith  nfytSt  to  the  ezcenfionof 

of  diego^id  to  undrcumcifed  Gcnciks. 

this  attfekj  to  die  knowledge  of  thdr 

bang  die  moft  h^  God? 

'die  doArine  of  the*  divinity  of  Cbrift  had  been 
preached  by  the  apoftles^  and  the  Jewilh 
in  general  had  adopted  it,  it  could  not 
havcbeen  wdl  known  to  the  unbelieving  Jewsi 
'Vould  Aey^  who  were  at  that  time^  and  have 
ciK9fince»  fo  eioeedin^y  zealous  with  relped: 
die  doArine  of  the  divine  waky,  not  have 
die  dann^  and  have  urg^  this  objeAion  to 
V  as  reaching  the  belief  of  more  Gods 
one  in  die  apoftolic  age;  and  yet  no  trace  of 
thing  of  this  nature  can  be  perceived  in  the 
luftory  of  the  book  of  AAs^  or  any  where 
in  the  New  Teftament.  As  fbon  as  ever  the  Jews 
any  pretence  for  i^  we  find  them  fufficiendy 
and  vehement  in  ur^g  this  their  great  ob- 
to  diriilianity.  To  anfwer  the  charge  of 
holding  iufo,  or  ibree  Gads,  is  a  very  confiderable 
ardde  in  the  writings  of  feveral  of  the  ancient 
dirifiian  fiuhers.  Why  dien  do  we  find  nothing 
of  this  kind  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles  ?  The  only 
anfirer  is^  that  there  then  was  no  occasion  for  it^ 
ds  doArine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  not  having 
dm  been  Parted  *• 


^ AftiafiM  grwgly  qycflb  thii  otjcftion,  «t  made  by  both  Jew» 
I9  to  dw  incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God,  though  as  athing 

that 


"»%:•'* 
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Cbnfidcr,  Sir,  the  charge  that  was  adv 
ag^nfl:  Peter  and  John  at  the  firft  promulgati 
the  gofpel.  You  will  find  it  an^ouncs  to  ik 
but  their  being  difturbers  of  the  people,  by  pr 
ing  in  the  name  of  Jefus.  What  was  the  accu 
againft  Stephen  (Afts  vi.  13.)  but  hh/peakw^ 
fbemous  things  againft  the  temple  and  the  law  ? 
company  the  apoftle  Paul  in  all  his  travels 
attend  to  his  difcourfes  with  the  Jews  in  their 
gogues,  and  their  perpetual  and  inveterate  pei 
tion  of  him,  you  will  find  no  trace  of  their  fo  1 
as  fufpefting  that  he  preached  a  new  divinity^ 
godhead  of  Chrift  muft  have  appeared,  and  a 
has  appeared  to  them. 

In  the  year  58,  Paul  tells  the  ciders  c 
church  of  Ephefus  (Afts  xx.  27.)  that  be  hi 
failed  to  declare  unto  them  the  whole  counfel  of 
We  may  be  confident,  therefore,  that,  if  h< 
any  fuch  doftrine  to  divulge,  he  muft  have  t 
it  in  the  three  years  that  he  fpent  in  that  city 
54  to  57 ;  and  as  the  unbelieving  Jews  wen 
apprized  of  all  his  motions,  having  laid  wa 
him  on  this  very  journey  to  Jerufalem,  they 
have  been  informed  of  his  having  taught  this 
trine,  and  would  certainly  have  carried  the  ne 
it  to  Jerufalem,  where  many  of  them  attendc 
well  as  he,  at  the  enfiiing  feaft  of  Pentecoft. 

that  was  gloried  in  by  Chriftims.     "  The  Jews,**  iays  he,  "  j 
«*  us,  for  it,  the  Gentiles  laugh  at  It  j  but  wc  adore  it."      H» 

Dc  Incarnationc  Vcrbi,  Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  53. 
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kUtend  Paul  thither,  wl^rc  we  have  a  very  par- 
'  ir  jucoimt  of  all  the  proceedings  againft  ^m> 
rthe  fpace  of  tvo  years,  we  Ihall  6nd  no  nace  of 
f  thing  of  the  lund.  All  their  complaints  againft 
n  fell  6u^ihort  of  this. 

What  was  theoccaGoti  of  the  firft  clamour  againft 
'.inn  ?  Was  it  no^  AAsxxi.  zft.  that  be/aught  ailmtn 
r.ery  -ahere  againfi  the  fcopUj  and  againft  the lavot 
.:nd  againft  the  tmfUt  and  that  he  had  brought 
Greeks  into  it  ?  Ii.it  not  plain  that  they  had  no  more 
ierious  charge  againft  him  ?  Read  his  fpcech  to  the 
people,  ^his  defence  before  Felix,  and  again  before 
Agrippa;  you  will  find  no  trace  of  his  having  taught 
any  docfbrine  fu  ofienfive  to  the  Jews  as  that  of  the 
divinity  of  Chrill  'muft  have  been.  Confidering 
die  known  prejudices,  and  the  inveteracy  of  the 
Jews,  no  reafonable  man  need  defirc  any  clearer 
proof  than  this,  that  neither  Paul,  nor  any  of  the 
apoftles,  had  ever  taught  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity 
^  Chrift  at  that  time;  and  this  was  fo  near  the 
time  of  the  wars  of  the  Jews,  and  the  difperfion  of 
that  people,  that  diere  was  no  opportunity  of 
preaching  it  with  efieft  afterwards, 

Conlider  alfo  the  conduft  of  the  Jewi/b  chriftians, 
who  had  ftrong  prejudices  againft  Paul,  as  we  find 
ID  this  part  of  his  hiftoryj  and  according  to  the 
trftimony  of  alt  hiftorians,  they  retained  thofe  pre- 
judices as  long  as  they  had  any  name,  and  after  the 
deftru3ion  of  Jcru&lem,  which  was  not  long  after 
Ae  dofe  of  the  hiftory  of  the  Afts,  no  trace  can  be 
found 
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found  of  their  believing  any  fuch  dofkrine  «a  t 
divinity  of  Chrift.  Now»  though  their  eiuni^ 
Paul  continued,  and  they  never  confidered  his  wii 
ings  as  canonical  fcripture,  yet  to  the  very  laft,  th 
objeftions  to  him  amounted  to  nothing  more  di 
his  being  no  fHend  to  the  law  of  Mofes. 

The  refemblance  between  the  chara£ler  of  4 
Ebionicesy  as  given  by  the  early  chriftian  fatfan 
and  that  of  the  Jewiih  chriftians  at  the  time  of  Pad 
laft  journey  to  Jerufalem,  is  very  (biking.  Aft 
he  had  given  an  account  of  his  conduft^  to  the  moi 
intelligent  of  them,  they  were  fatisfied  with  iCi  b 
they  thought  there  would  be  great  difficulty  iniM 
fying  others.  "  Thou  feeft,  brother/'  fay  thcyi 
him,  Adts  xxi.  ao.  '^  how  many  thoufands  of  Jen 
**  there  are  who  believe,  and  they  are  all  zealous ' 
*^  the  law.  And  they  are  informed  of  thee^  tb 
*^  thou  teacheft  all  the  Jews  who  are  amoi^  d 
^'  Gentiles,  to  forfake  Mofes ;  faying  that  dn 
'^  ought  not  to  circumcife  their  children,  neither  i 
^'  walk  after  their  cuftoms.  What  is  it  therefore 
**  The  multitudes  muft  needs  come  together,  i 
^^  they  will  hear  that  thou  art  come.  Do  therefi) 
'*  this,  that  that  we  fay  to  thee.  We  have  four  mi 
**  who  have  a  vow  on  them.  Them  take  ai 
**  purify  thyfclf  with  them,  and  be  at  chai^ges  wi 
"  them,  that  they  may  (have  their  heads,  and  j 
**  may  know  that  thofe  things  whereof  they  wc 
'^  informed  concerning  thee  are  nothing,  Ixit  A 
"  thou  thyfclf  alfo  walkeft  orderly .  and  keep 
<^  the  law.''     So  great  a  refemblance  in  ioi 

thini 
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tlungs,  viz.  their  attachment  to  the  law,  and  their 

*prqudices  againft  Paul,  cannot  but  lead  us  to  ima- 

fne  that  they  were  the  fanic  in  other  rcfpedts  alfo, 

hodi  being  equally  zealous  obfcrvers  of  the  law, 

md  equally  ftrangcrs  to  the  dodrinc  of  the  divinity 

of  Chrift.   And  in  that  age  all  the  Jews  were  equally 

«alous  for  the  great  doflrine  of  the  unity  of  Go  J, 

UBd  their  peculiar  cuftoms.    Can  it  be  fuppofed  then 

.dittthey  would  fo  obftinately  retain  the  one,  and  lb 

nadily  abandon  the  other  ? 

Thefe  confideradons  (and  much  more  mi^t 
Ic  added  to  enforce  them)  ceruinly  affeft  the  ere- 
diUlity  of  Chrift  having  any  nature  fuperior  to  that 
of  man ;  and  when  they  are  fufficiendy  attended  to 
(as  I  fufpedk  they  never  have  been)  muft  fliake  the 
Arian  hypothelis;  but  they  mufi:  be  particularly 
fmbarrafling  to  thofe  who,  like  you,  maintain  the 
perfeft  equality  of  the  Son  to  the  Father. 


I 


Conlideradbns  of  this  kind,  if  they  occur  to  him, 
no  perfon,  who  thinks  at  all,  can  abfolutely  negleft, 
'   fo  as  to  fatisfy  himfclf  with  having  no  hypothefis  on 
.   the  fubjed.     You  certainly   find  the  apoftles,  as 
I   well  as  the  reft  of  the  Jews,  widiout  any  knowledge 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  with  whom  they  lived  and 
converfed  as  a  man ;  and  if  they  ever  became  ac- 
quainted with  it,  there  muft  have  been  a  time  when 
\l  was  either  difcovered  by  theni,  or  made  known  to 
them ;  and  the  eficfts  of  the  acquifition,  or  the  com- 
munication of  extraordinary  knowledge,  are  in  gene- 
ral proportionably  conlpicuous. 

Had 
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Had  we  had  no  written  hiftoiy  of  our  Saviour's 
life,  or  of  the  preaching  of  the  apbftles,  or  only  fomc 
very  concife  one;  ftiil  fo  very  extraordinary  an 
article  as  this  would  hardly  have  been  unknowq, 
or  have  pafled  unrecorded ;  much  lefs  when  the 

hiftory  is  fo  full  and  circumftantial  as  it  is. 

■J' I 

Had  there  been  any  pretence  for  innagininglAl, 
the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  time  had  any  knowkidgr 
of  the  dodtrine  of  the  trinity,  and  that  they 
the  fecond  perfon  in  it  in  the  charafter  of 
Mefliah,  the  queftion  I  propofe  to  you  would  hsrif^ 
been  needlefs.     But  nothing  can  be  more  evidenPi 
than  that,  whatever  you  may  fancy  with  reipeft  to^ 
more  ancient  times,  every  notion  of  the  trinity  iml' 
obliterated  from  the  minds  of  the  Jews  in  our  St?i-'* 
our's  time.     It  is,  therefore,  not  only  a  curious,  bat 
a  ferious and  important  queftion,  ff^hen wasitmMh* 
ducedj  and  by  wbatfteps  ?  I  have  anfwercd  it  on  mf  ' 
hypothefis  of  its  being  an  innovation  and  a  corru^m  ' 
of  the  chriftian  doftrine ;  do  you  the  fame  on  your  * 
idea  of  its  being  an  effential  part  of  it. 


(4 


I  am,  &c« 
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Of  ibi  PirJmyU0liM  rf  the  Ugos. 

DtAtSnty 

l¥IN6  confidered  all  that  you  have  advanced 
f^MQfiiaiung  the  antiquity  of  the  unitarian  doc* 
1  fNTOceed  to  attend  to  what  you  obferve  con* 
^  fitfmificoiim  nf  the  Logos  by  the  plato* 
dMoftiftns:  for  diafmany  of  them  did 
you  arc  far  fifom  denying.  "  If,"  you  lay,  * 
5A  ^  he  hath  fucceeded  no  better  in  the  proof 
us  Aiid  aflertion,  concerning  the  platonic  chrif- 
,^ — »  of  die  (econd  i^^  the  inventors,  as  he  would 
^hireity  of  our  Lord's  divinity;  that  the  divinity 
^iidi  they  fet  up  was  only  of  the  fecondary  fort, 
•%riuch  was  admitted  by  the  Arians,  including  nei* 
fhcr  eternity  nor  any  proper  neceflity  of  exiftcnce; 
laving  the  mere  name  of  divinity,  without  any 

*  Aing  of  the  real  form :  if  the  proof  of  this  third 

*  tffcmon  fliould  be  found  to  be  equally  infirm  with 
^  that  of  the  other  two,  his  notion  of  the  gradual 
*progrcfs  of  opinions  from  the  mere  Unitarian 
i^doftrine  to  the  Arian,  and  from  the  Arian  doc- 

*  trine  to  the  Athanafian  faith,  mufl:  be  deemed  a 

*  mere  dream  or  fiftion  in  every  part." 

In  the  firft  place  I  muft  fet  you  right  with 
e^)cft  to  my  own  idea,  which  you  have  totally 
kiiconcdvedj  though  you  have  undertaken  to  refute 

F  it 
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it|  and  this  ftrar^  miftake  of  your's  runs  through 
the  whole  of  yogr  work.  Thefe  platonizing  chrif- 
tians  who  perfonified  the  Logos  were  not  Ariana; 
for  their  Logos  was  an  attribute  of  the  Father^  and 
Ape  any.  thing  that  was  created  of  nothings  as  the 
Arians  held  Chrift  to  have  been*  It  is  well  knowD^ 
as  Beaufobre  obferves,  that  they  were  not  AiiahSy 
but  the  orthodoKi  that  platonizcd.  Conftantin^ 
wl  have  obferved,  vol  ii.  p^  488*  In  his  oradoft 
tx>  the  fathers  pf  the  council  of  Nice^  fpeaks  ip 
commendation  of  Plato^  as  having  taught  the  doc** 
trine  of  a  fecond  God,  derived  from  the  fupremt 
Qodj  and  fubfervient  to  his  will. 

Among  the  proofs  of  the  origin  of  the  Son^ 
according  to  the  early  orthodox  writers^   1  fiift 
quoted  a  paflage  in  Athenagorasj  which  you  tranf^ 
late  fomewhat  diiOerendy  from  me ;  but  not  fa  as 
to  affed  my  conclufion  from  it.    For  he  evideqKl^* 
afierts  that  the  Logos  was  eternal  in  God^  only  be^ 
caufe    God  was    always  xoyup^-,    rational,   whidb> 
Qpi^r^ly  excludes  proper  perfonification.   See  Athe*» 
nagorasj  p.  8  2.    Can  reafon>  as  it  exifts  in  mao*  • 
be  callen  a  perfon^  merely  becauie  man  is  a  rational 

Befides^  this  is  the  only  one  of  all  my  authorities, 
diat  you  have  thought  proper  to  examine;  whereas 
there  are  odiers  which  you  have  overlooked  fo  plain 
and  determinate^  that  it  is  impoITible  for  you  to 
interpret  them  odierwife  than  I  have  done;  ts^ : 
they  ^ideiMly  unply^  that  it  depended  upon  tfant 

Father'a' 


I^MkH^-nitt  dmdle  Logo»  flMwId  h«r^  a  {>ropa- 
^WfajgCMte%>»dd^tetoine  «  8on>  widi  riefpea  t« 
Mm  >The  pftfikgeiVi'«rkich  I  havt  quoted  from 
4R|bttilliiia  >aaA  Laa«Mia»>  •vci.  I  p.  28i  whole 
lijUMJiliy'tan  tBim^  yeftion,  I  call  upon  foto 

;y*iTPto<e-is  a-  pftfAge  in  Tertullian  which  (hews 
Vtedf^  Ae  fdatouung  Chrtftians  were  to  revert 
^(t&t'idM  of  M'J^^  of  God  in  their  ufe  of 
l^ggii.  '^*  We  have  faid  that  God  made 

^ff^yfllfttttiwrtri^'bjr  hii  ^otJ,  teafimy  and  p(Wir% 
"and  it  appean  diat  among  your  philofopher^^ 
^  alibj  the  Xi^^^ii  th^t  is>  fpeecby  and  r^^^v,  was 

'^'the  ftfiaker  of  the  univerfc.     For  this  Zeno  fup-* 

l*pofed  to  be  the  maker  and  difpofer  of  all  things, 
''^diat  the  fame  is  called  faie  and  God^  and  the 
^mbid  ^  Jupker^  and  the  neciffity  of  all  things*:' 
lAit  Platonic  trinity,  at  leaft  the  fecond  perfon  in 
%  jprobtbly  had  its  origin  in  perfonification ;  and  in 
Wt  die  Chiiftians  were  too  ready  too  follow  themy 
bf -convertii^  the  Logos  of  St.  John  into  a  proper 
pttfeo. 


You  acknotwicdge,  p.  56,  that  thefe  writers 
{ihtonized,  and  this  you  fay  was  common  to 
Athaiagoiaaj  and  them  all.    ^  If  any  thing,'*  you 


rj. ' 


rM:*|Jm  alhumiil  Devin  univerfiutem  banc  mundi  verbo,.  et 
nauik.y  ct  THtiit^  mofitam.  Aqad  veftros  quoque  fapientes,  xoyoi^ 
tfiafti«»Mmi-it|iiemipn€m»  conliat  urtificem  videri  univeHitatitf. 
M]Zei9ff  diUnimn  hBimortnu  Qui  cuii£U  in  dkpofitioiia 
r^l  mmdn  et  fuum  ▼ocarf,  et  deota,  et  animUta  Joiai^ 

i'l^iij:-  V  F  3  ,  lay. 


iS6  .LETTERS  -TO 

&y,  p;  j^:'**  bf  jaft]^  repivhenffldi'ih  them 
^  die  phtOntc  chriftiaos;  it  is  this  cence* 
**  &tms  to  be  commoA  to' Athenagofas,  wi 
"all,  and  is  a  kejrco'die  meAni^  iSSmaof 
."  |).aflag^  is  their  writings  {that  the  «xf«nii 
"  o/tbe  fowtri  of  the  fon  in  Ac  bdrmeTs  of  t 
**  is  the  diing  intended  in  the  fcripture  bt 
"  under  die  tigure  of  his  generationi  a  concci 
"  feems  tt>'hiVe  no  certiun  foundation  ihht 
**  alid  no  aiithon'tfin  the't^rruons  and  thfcd 
**'ijf'the  pftcibiihg  age;  and  it  f^efra -'t 
"  biftrayed  fome  of  thofe,  who  were  the  rm 
*'  ded  to  it,  into  the  ule  of  a  very  it 
"  language;  as  if  a  new  relation  had  take 
**  becweeh  the'firft  and  the  lecond  perfoO}  « 
",  creativie  powers  were  firft  exerted." 

You  add,  after  apologizing  for  the  con 
the  pUtonizing  fathers,  *'  die  converfion  of: 
"  bute  into  a  perfon,  whatever  Dr.  Prieftl 
■ «'  imagihe,  is  a  notion  to  which  they  wen 
"ftrangers."  I  anfwer  that  it  is  not  poffibl* 
by  the  ufe  of  plain  words,  or  figures,  to 
this  notion,  to  which  you  iay  they  wen 
ftraHgtfrs,  more  eiearly"  Adn  they  do.  For, 
ing  to'  the  moft  definite  language!  a  man  i 
&c  Logos,  as  exiftmg  in  the  fedier,  prioi 
Creadon,  was  according  to  them,  the  ^m 
m  him  that  ret^on  is  at  mau,  which  is  certi 
proper  ferjm,  diftinguifhable  from  the  mt 
&lf.  Will .  ypu  iay  that  the  tnan  is  on<:  pt 
thing,  «bd  his  r^tfm  another,  nOt  oHDpri 


'Dk.  HORSLEY.  69 

ilttdie  man?  In  like  manner  ic  is  impofTible  not  to 
from  die  uniform  language  of  tlicfe  writers, 
aocordiog.  M  their  ideas,  there  was  nothing  in, 
ig  to  the  SoM^  ori^aliy,  but  what  was 
fpi^piirify'  QODtainod :  in  what  they  expreis  by  the 
^Km^M0tb$r^  :l  wUL^d,  that  if  this  was  not  the 
mi|llji]ni]i  ofthe-age^  there  was  no  orthodoxy  in  it« 

^ihv^rjie  X^«/ of  ^thc  Father,  the  fame  that  con* 
JMJB^rd^.fhr  (eo^Qd.-  pcrfbn  in  the  trinity,  exadtly 
9Q|ric(pondod  to  the  Logos,  or  reafon,  or  word  of 
m^Qb  ^^xm^  the  idea  of  Athanafius  himfelf.     Having 
•q(  ^,  Father,  as  called  the  only  Go  J,  be- 
lip^isthc  cmly  begotten,  ^eW^,  and  the 
\$limfs^jsf  dmty  rnnn  9idlii2®-,  and  of  the  fon  as  only 
iki  of  Gody  Ai®- 1»  dcv,  he  fays,  in  anfwer  to  the 
qneftipn^  how  this  Logos  can  become  a  perfon  in 
^goii^  when  it  does  not  fo  in  man ;   ^^  The  word 
;ff.fQiiceived  in  the  mind  of  man  does  not  become 
^.$un  if  man,  fince  it  does  not  live,  or  fubfift; 
."  but  is  only  the  notion  of  a  living  and  fubfifting 
*  heart.  When  it  is  pronounced  it  has  no  conti- 
,^  nuance,  ^nd  being  often  uttered,  does  not  re- 
main.    Whereas  the  plalmeft  fays  the  JForJ  of 
"  the  Lord  remainetb  for  ever^  and  the  evangelift 
**i  agrees  with  him,  &c*." 

% 

♦  Oil  yog  0  X070®"  T»  oi/Sf  a)9r»  cev^puTCor  ertv  nsap  avS^coTTor 
itn  fdsik  ivp  ertj  fiiili  ufEragj  a>»Xa  (oitmg  ua^iia^  fcai  ucpsnjajn 
ttam^  •  MOi  KByilcu  vofax^fJiOy  hou  ouk  en  •  aai  'aoXKcuug 
^^  ou^  m^i  iiofjigvoi  *  Tov  h  TH  Beh  Xoyov  ava^EVy    o 
.^M^t^^MtMpaiyu  >£y6iVj  Big  tov  cuuvao  hoyo©'  c^  ^.atAcvei  ev 

.  flP  SMRW  ^    MM    ^fAfUVUg   CuHu    0  ^tOV    UVUt    TH    ><OyOV    0/JL0?^6)V  0 

titfe^r/M^  &c.'De  Etema  fubAantia  filii,  &c.  cjntra 
Sabdlii  Gr^gales,  Opera,  vol.  i.  p.  651. 

F  3  *'  On 


€€ 
€€ 
€€ 


yo  LETTERS  TO 

''  On  this  fubjea,"  you  fay,  jx  58.  «  k  isAd 

juftice  to  Dr.  Prieftley,  to  acknowledge^ 
indeed  he  ought  to  have  acknowledged  for 
felf,  that  in  this  mifinterpretation  of  the 
^^  fathers,  he  is  not  original :  that  he  hath: 
**  his  fide  the  refpcftable  authority  of  two 
"  eminent  divines  of  the  Roman  church; .  Petaroi ; 
"  and  Huetius.'*     Of  this,  I  affure  you>  Sir,  I  mi 
quite  ignorant;  but  I  fee  no  reafon  to  be  afhimrf 
of  fuch  company,  or  of  any  company^  in  the  cntif 

of  truth.  =  v" 

,1  ^  •* 

That  any  mere  external  dijplay  ofpwers^  a«yrt> 
fay,  p.  57.  ftiould  ever  be  termed  generatum^  is  fr 
improbable  from  its  manifeil  want  of  analogy  10 
any  thing  that  ever  was  called  generati<m  before  tf 
fince ;  that  fuch  an  abufe  of  words  is  not  to  bd 
fuppofed  of  thefe  writers,  or  of  any  perfbn,  with*' 
out  very  pofitive  proof;  and  in  this  cafe  yoo  li- 
vancc  nothing  but  a  mere  conjedture,  deftitute  cf 
any  thing  that  can  give  it  a  colour  of  probability.    1 

If  the  Logos  had  an  z£tud\  per/onal  exifienceid^ 
all  its  proper  and  feparate  powers,  from  all  etermtjTi 
how  could  he  be  faid  to  be  generated,  when  he  on^ 
exerted  thofe  powers  in  a  particular  way?    For 
fince,  according  to  your  hypothefis,  he  was  ahvlyt 
an  intelligent  perfon  from  the  beginning,  he  nwft 
have  exerted  his  intelleAual  faculties  in  fome  way 
or  other  from  all  eternity,  as  much  as  the  father  Mm* 
felf;  and  was  the  exertion  of  the  faculties  of  the  Fadier 
in  the  creation  of  the  world  ever  called  a  HMdi^Mfai 
of  the  Father y  by  thofe  who  fuppofed  crcatkm  tt 

be 
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a  »oHc  of  his,  performed  in  time,  after  the 
wii  liffe  ofan  ciemity,  in  which  nothing  had  been 
turn  maaif  Aod  yet,  according  to  you,  this  language 
am  m&  hzve  been  equally  proper  with  refpedl  to  the 
^M  Sor^  both  having  been  intelligent  pcrfona  irom 
"^  tfttcnmy. 

»«  "  You  fiy,"  pt  15a.  "  after  all  that  Dr.  Prieftley 

*ft«h'  wnnen  about  the  refemWance  between  the 
"etclcfiaftical  and  the  pktonic  trinity,  he  has  yet, 
"it  fcems,  to  learn,  that  a  created  Logos,  3  Logos 
"which  had  ever  not  exifted,  was  no  lefs  an 
"abfurdity  in  the  academy,  than  it  is  an  impiety 
*  in  the  dnrrch.  The  converts  from  platonifm 
"nnift  have  renounced  their  philofophy  before 
"they  could  be  the  authors  of  this  abfurd,  thii 
"  nronltrous  opinion.  As  the  notion  tliat  this 
dodrinc  took  its  rife  with  them  betrays  a  total 
^[norance  of  the  genuine  principles  of  their 
fchool,  it  is  eafy  to  forcfee  that  the  arguments 
"  brought  in  fopport  of  it  can  only  be  founded  in 
"  grofs  mifconftruftion  of  their  language." 

T«  tint  lean  otAf  iky  tbat  you  difcover  a  total 
ignorance  of  what  I  have  averted,  and  I  do  not 
know  how  to  exprefs  myfelf  more  intelligibly  than 
I  haYC  done.  I  have  no  where  faid,  or  fuppol'ed, 
dot  either  the  Platonifts,  or  the  piatonizing  chrif- 
tians,  held  that  the  Logos,  was  created,  or  that  it 
faKl  ever  not  e»ftedi  but  only  that,  whereas  it  was 
ni^nally  nothing  more  than  a  property  of  the 
divioe  mind,  it  alTumed  a  feparate  perfonal  charac- 
■••.u-^-M  .  ,  .,,1  ,  1^4 .  t" 
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tor  in  time.  The  Logos  pf  the  Platpnifts  had> 
thpirrOpinion,  always  had  a  perfonal  exiftence^ 
cauft;  Plato  fuppqfcd  creation  to  have  been  eterita 
but  this  was  not  the  opinion  of  the  platonizii 
chriftians.  who  held  that  the  world  was  notei 
and  therefore,  retaining  as  much  of  platonifm 
was  confident  with  that  dodtrine,  they  held 
there  was  a  time  when  the  Father  was  alcmt^  amfi : 
without  a  Ton ;  his  Logos  or  reafon  being  in  aV . 
that  time  the  fame  thing  in  him  that.reafon  now.id  | 
in  man;  and  of  this *^ I  have  produced  abundaar] 
evidence.  .    J5  ■ 

1 

I  cannot  clofe  this  letter  on  the  perfonification  ef 
the  Logosy  without  making  fome  obfervations  relat- 
ing to  the  firft  account  we  have  of  it.  ^ 

That  Chrift  had  a  proper  permanent    pre-* 
exigence,  as  the  Logos  of  the  Father y  firft  diftinfi]y^' 
appears  in  the  writings  of  Juftin  Martyr;  and  fromf' 
his  labouring  the  point  fo  much  as  he  does,  and' 
cfpecially  from  his  providing  a  retreat,  in  cafe  he*' 
fhould  not  be  able  to  prove  it,  it  is  moft  probaUe'' 
that  he  was  the  firft  who  ftarted  it.    However,  he  * 
alfo  mentions  a  different  opinion  on  the  fubjeA^'' 
which  probably  preceded  his  own,  and  paved  the' 
way  for  it  \  and  this  was  not  very  remote  from  the 
unitarian  doftrine. 

It  was,  that  the  emiffion  of  the  Logos,  as  a 
perfon,  was  an  occafional  thing,  and  intended  a> 
anfwer  particular  purpofes  only ;  after  which  it  ^n£^ 

abforbed 
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4iie  idifiiie  eQence  again.  On 
^tnr'L<igoi^'nv^  have  been  a  real  perfim 
fUkarthe.oPcadeii  of  the  moM,  and  again  when  it 
^^i|itt:<npkqfed'k»^d^  with  thtf 

^^«*^-2 — HsiT.anddMdnldren^uif  Ifirael,  in  the  inter-' 
[r  wUdi  it  liught  have  been  deprived  of  ita 
itkr  i  and:  hAly,  have  recovered  it  at  thd 
Chrift,. and  have  retained  it  ever  after. 
[ 'dieopinion  of  Jvftin  was^  that,  after  th<^ 
mfrnemiflicMV  of  the  Logos^  at  the  creation  of  the' 
flMddy.%Waa  ncmr  again  abforbed  mto  the  divine 


-  *•  There  are/*  fays  he  ♦  (to  abridge  what  he 
%s  on  this  fubjcd)  "  I  know,  who  arc  of  opinion, 
"  that  the  power,  iuyatjuvy  which  proceeded  from 
^-iIk  Father  of  all,  and  appeared  to  Mofes,  or  to 
^yUbraliam,  or  to  Jacob,  'and  which,  in  different 
*fiQrcumftances,  'was  called  an  angely  a  glory y  or  a 
%mM^  remained  a  power  infeparable  from  the 
•father  t>  juft  as  a  beam  of  light  is  infeparable 
*(Qin  die  fun  J,  which  is  in  the  heavens,  and 
**hich,  when  it  fets,  it  carries  along  with  it. 
•  fl'hus  the  Father,  whenever  he  pleafes,  they  fay, 
Sbakes  this  power  to  come  out  of  him,  'VfO'jnUccf 
Hod  whenever  he  wills,  he  calls  it  back  into 

*  Disdogi  pvtTecunday  Edit.  Thirlby,-p.  41ft. 

itl  A/tan»  of  light  >va8  then  imagined  to  b  e  fomethtttg  conne^ed 
^  titt  foa.  and  not  matter  ouitted  fipom  Um,  and  not  catuming 
wVatm  '■ 

I  .r^-^i '  i  "  himfclf 
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^  himfelf  again.  And  in  the  fame  manner  tbef 
^  fay  he  makes  angels.  But  that  angels  are  per* 
'*  manent  beings,  I  have  already  (hewn;  and  thil^ 
this  power,  which  the  prophets  call  GoJ^  and  at 
angelg  is  not  like  a  beam  of  light,  but  renwn 
numerically  diftinfb  from  its  iburce,  I  hair 
^'  (hewn  at  large ,  obferving  that  this  power  3bHm 
b  produced  by  the  power  and  will  of  the  Fatftiti 
but  not  fo  as  that  die  Fadier  lofes  any  AM^ 
*'  by  its  emtfikniy  but  as  one  fire  is  Uglified  faf ^ 
*'  another — It  is  called  Lord  in  the  hiftory  dt.fl/gi 
^^  deftrudbion  of  Sodom,  and  rained  fire  from  diiti 
^'  Lord  who  is  in  heaven,  and  who  was  the-Loitti 
^^  of  that  Lord  who  was  on  earth,  as  his  FadiOjii 
*'  and  God;  being  the  caufe  of  his  being,  of  his  fade 
^'  ing  powerful,  and  of  his  being  Lord,  and  God  *«% 

We  fee  in  this  paflage  in  how  plaufible  a  rauh 

ner,  and  how  litde  likely  to  alarm  men  of  jitiV" 
underftandings,  was  the  doctrine  of  the  diviniqf  oC>' 

Chrift,  as  it  was  firft  propofed.     At  firft  it  w» 
nothing  more  dian  the  divine  power^  occaGonal^^ 
perfoniBed  (a  fmaU  (tep  indeed,  if  any,  from  piflO' ' 
unitarianifm)  and  afterwards  acquiring  permaoiaift' 
periboalityi    but   ftill  dependent  upon    thfi  i^'  i 
of  God,  from  whence  it  proceeded,  and  intiffjlfn 
fubfervient  to  him  -,  which  was  very  different  fixn* 
what  is  now  conceived  concerning    the   fecond 
perfon  in  the  trinity. 

I  am  &C, 

.  ■' 

%0s  Mm  ru  E7I  Tw  Kvfui  Ki^i®-  tm  vi  wdttf  mm  Sift! 
«A^  n  cuHw  tk  tt¥cu  km  iuvoOn  km  okoi. 

LETTER 
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u 


[^BbjUerafiff^  relating  to  tbcDoSrine  of  the  Trimty. 


iCANNOT  help,  in  this  place,  making  a  few 

'lemarks  on  feme  of  your  oblervations  with 

to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity^  your  ideas 

tf  -which  appear  to  be  chofe  which  arc  commonly 

AAmafiani  implying  a  prrfeft  equality 

all  the  three  perfons.     Indeed,  as  a  ftrenuous 

ocatc  for  the  church  of  England,  they  can  be 

aDOcher. 

I. 

•*  The  advantage,"  you  fay,  p.  69.  "  to  be 
^txptd^iX  from.thcle  deep  researches,  is  not  any 
[  ■  infight  into  the  manner  in  which  the  three  divine 
'  "'peribns  are  united ;  a  knowledge  which  is  indeed 

*  too  high  for  a  man,  perhaps  for  angels  i  which 

*  b  our  prefent  condition  at  leaft  is  not  to  be 
"  attained,  and  ought  not  to  be  fought.  But  that 
"  juft  apprehenfions  of  the  chriftian  do£brine,  which 
'iriU  fliew,   that  it  is  not  one  of  thofe  things 

[''diaC  •  no  miracle  can  prove'  will  be  the  certain 

*  fruit  of  the  ftudies  recommended.  They  will 
"  lead  us  to  fee  the  fcripture  doftrine  in  its  true 
^  light :  that  it  is,  an  imperiect  difcovery,  not  a 

*  CQatracbdion."* 

A  contradUlkn 


"  power  the  intuitive  conviftion  that  it  eik 
"  An  enquiry,  therefore,  into  the  reafonable 
"  our  faith>  as  well  as  jufl:  views  of  its  I 
•'  is  of  great  importance." 

Now  I  afk,  wherein  docs  the  Athanafian  d 
of  the  trinity  differ  from  a  contradiftion, 
have  defined  it  ?  It  afferts,  in  effe(5t,  that  i 
is  wanting  to  either  the  Father,  the  Son, 
Spirit,  to  conftirute  each  of  them  truly  am 
perlyGod;  each  being  equal  in  eternity,  ; 
divine  perfeftions ;  and  yet  thele  three,  are  n( 
Gods,  but  only  one  God.  This  is  certainly  as 
a  contradiftion  as  to  fay  that  Peter,  Jamt 
John,  having  each  of  them  every  thing  i 
requifire  to  conftituie  a  complete  man,  ai 
all  together,  not  ihree  men,  but  only  en. 
For  the  ideas  annexed  to  the  words  Gedj  ( 
-^putdor^tiAkei  siAy' dtfierencti'  ite!^di«<main' 
nro^pfopofiiitAift.  •:  After  chc'^tiiicil-ofiNioi 


jfM  wUly.^pne  of  thcle  thingi  muft^ever 
totiie<ocli}ef. 


1    .-» 


U. 


[otwiitiftapding  wMl^  I  have  quoted  fix)m  you 
you  Ibqm  <iq!  ^ouacenance.  ibme  fort  of 
^  the  do&noc  of  the  trinity.  .  ^^  The 
{vife,  of  Adhifnagofas)  you  fay,  p»  S5* 
iltet:^:^  perfonal  exiftence  of  a  divine  Logos 
is  imidied  in  the  very  idea  of  a  God.  And 
iiie  arguaient  refts  on  a  principle  which  was 
[QtBotam  to  aU  the  jdatonic  fathers,  and  feems 
be  fcmided  in  fcripture^  that  the  exiftence 
of  the  Son  flows  necellarily  from  the  divine 
inceDeft  exerted  on  itfelf,  from  the  Father's 
'contempbtion  of  his  own  perfe£tions.  But  as 
the  Fadier  ever  was^  his  perfe&ions  have  ever 
#beenj  and  his  intelleA  has  ever  been  adive. 
N^But  perfe6tions  which  have  ever  been^  the  ever 
f^'aAive  uitdleft  muft  ever  have  Gontemplated ; 
f^  and  the  contemplation  which  has  ever  been, 
^muft  ever  have  been  accompanied  with  ks  juft 
^effeft,  the  perforud  exiftence  of  the  Son.'' 


<  *- 


^  I  wifli  you  had  fhewn  what  it  b  in  the  fcrip* 
^iBtSy  or  indeed  in  the  &thersi  that  gives  any  coun- 
atnance  to  this  curious  piece  of  reafoning;  and 
/m  your  reply  to  me  I  hope  you  will  not  &il  to 
f6kit  it  out  In  the  mean  time,  as  we  cannot 
freteod  to  draw  any  conclulions  from  the  neceflary 
apentioiia  of  me  nrindy  but  from  their  ftippofed 
abikigy  to  thofe  of  other  minds,  that  is  our  own, 

you 


I 
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Jrou  will. find  yourfelf  embarrafled  with  a    ,_ 
imilar   to    that  of  TertuUian^    Ladtantius, 

Athanafius ;  and  mud  explain  to  us  how  it  con; 

to  pafs,   that  if  the  contemplation  of  the  di^ 

perfections  of  the  Father,  neccflarily  produced 

diJliniS:  perfon  in  hio),  fully  equal  to  himfe 

maiis  contemplation  of  fuch  perfe£tions,  or  povf< 

as  he  is  poiTefled  of,  fhould  not  produce 

intelligent  perfon  fully  equal  to  himfelf?  ^ 

0 

You  will,  perhaps,  fay  (though  you  can  \vvm 
nothing  to  authorize  ic)  that  the  imp;.iflribility  of 
producing  this  in  man,  is  the  imperfcdtion  of  \^ 
&cukies,  or  his  limited  power  of  contemplatii^ 
them.  But  to  cut  oflf  that  fubterfuge,  I  will  afl^ 
M^hy  the  contemplation  of  the  Son's  perfe£tioQi| 
which  you  fuppofe  to  be  fully  equal  to  that  of  cfaf 
Father,  does  not  produce  another  intelligent  bcfiqg 
equal  to  himfelf;  and  why  are  not  per/ans  in  ib$ 
Godhead^  in  this  manner,  multiplied  ad  iftfiniiumt 
If  for  any  incomprehenfible  reafon,  this  myfki^ 
rious  fower  of  generation  be  peculiar  to  the  Fathei^ 
why  does  he  not  (till  operate?  Is  he  not  an 
unchangeable  being,  the  fame  now  that  he  was 
from  the  beginning,  his  perfections  the  fame,  and  his 
power  of  contemplating  them  the  fame  ?  Why 
then  are  not  more  fons  produced  i    Is  he  become 

ctyoy®-,  incapable  of  this  generation,  as  the  orthodox 
Fathers  ufed  to  aik  ?  Or  does  it  depend  upon  hit 
will  and  pleafurey  whether  he  will  exert  this  powef 
of  gimeration?  If  fo,  is  not  the  Son  as  much  i 
creature,  depending  on  the  will  of  the  creator^  «i 

any 
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dft  jnbduced  by  him»  dibugh'  ia  «b 

and  ^is  whether  he  be  of  tte  beat 

e^MiDc,  with  him  or  notf 

I  fhould  alio  lake  to  know  in  vlat  nMnaer  die 
per/en  in  dw  trinitf  was  produced.    Wu  it 
the  joint  nemon  of  the  two  firft.  In  the  con- 
ion  of  their  rcfpeftive  perieftioiis  ?    If  fo^ 
why  does  not  the  fame  operation  in  thm  produco 
/atrth,  &c.  &c, -&C. 

Admitting,  howcrer,  this  ftraoge  account  of 
e  generation  of  the  crinitf  (equal  in  ibhr^tf 
I  any  ihi;^  in  the  Jeviih  c^nui)  viz,  chat  the 
peWonal  exiflence  of  the  Son  ncce&rily  flows  from 
the  imelleA  of  the  Father  exerted  on  itfelf,  it 
•trounly  implies  a  virtual  priori^,  or  ^fi^trieritjr  ut 
;  Fadier  with  refpeft  to  the  Son ;  and  no  being 
I  be  properly  God  who  has  any  J^erkr.  In 
n,  your  fcheme  e0e£hnilly  overturns  the  doc- 
e  of  the  proper  equality,  as  wdl  as  that  of  the 
y  of  the  three  perfons  in  the  tnnity. 

Indeed,  Sir,  had  you  lived  m  fiime  fbrmer 
ocklilb  times,  when  words  were  more  narrowly 
watched  than  they  are  now,  I  think  you  would 
hive  run  fome  rifk  of  being  accufed  of  Hercfy, 
kit  thus  boldly  makiog  the  lecood  perfon  in  the 
trinity  to  be  nothing  more  than  «i  tffiSy  though 
the  nece0ary  tffcdc  of  the  Father's  contcmplattoa 
of  his  own  perfeilions.  Far  from  thia  waa  Dr, 
Watcrland.  and  ail  the  ftrl&  Athaoafiaoa  of  the  laO: 

age. 


48t.  Tkf>f\ji9sim»md.  Ait  .tkb^triakf  iM|||| 
of  thr«e  p€^rbtis^  «^  mtfymd^tmJeKt  Qtimdkmg^ 

totally  difcoidaiit  opinions^  fditaicf  .«\dKftaA4| 

ctfgb  mother  as  ligh^  aad  <tokiM^'  III  fMOt^ 
mMufy  la^dMrheodlefsagBS' IB  whidi*#e4lk^ 
councib^  (ynods,  or  convocadomi 'M 'ii|[flMP^ 
(ke  ^tlu.    Error  icfelf  is  hardly  more  varioua'^ 

III.  /■■•  .  .(!•>'  vjA 
You  cannot  but  acknowledge  that  the  trffiM 
blgeft  of  prayer  is' God  the  Father^  wkvM^^oW 
the  firft  perfon  in  the  trinity.  Indeed^  ybu^ttaiHI 
find  in  the  fcripcures  znypncipt  that  Will  tbAtMh 
us  to  addrefs  ourielves  to  any  other  perf^^^'H 
any^  proper  ixample  of  it.  Every  tkin^  'Atitt  yi 
can  alledge  to  this  purpofc^  as  Stephtfn^''M 
gaculatory  addrefs  to  Chrift>  ivhorti  he  -Ittd  fl 
before  {ttn  in  a  vifion^  &c.  is  very  intoitfideiMl 
Our  Saviour  himfelf  always  prayed  to  his^  FnAli 
and  with  as  much  hun^ility  and  refi^ation^  ^^i 
mod  dependent  being  in  the  univerfe  could  psM 
do;  always  addreffing  him  as  his  father^  or  U 
author,  of  bis  Mng;  and  he  direfts  his  Aftj{lfiiiii 
pray  to  the  fame  great  being,  whom  mfy,  -hH^Hj 
we  ought  to/erve.  ■     :ji   •  m -'??ol 

Had  he  intended  to  guaid  againft  iM  iimi 
on  this  fubje£t>  by  fpeaking  of  God  as  kM  ifaA 
of  his  being,  in  the  fame  fen/e  in  which  he  is  t: 
author  of  being  to  all  men^  he  could  hOtfanf^'flo 
it  more  ezprefily  d>an  he  haSj  by  caiiii^  litth^ 

&d 


ietniom  &Acr,  Ut Ood  wi«ttr Goa.  -M 
inetun  he  cdb  Uv  «fciF4n  Mi  *rv<faiq»  V 
tii9  Irahtniimijlgfrmm  Omt,  J ^imd  iaut> 

yw,  Sir,  comI  tbiib.  mdiajr  thit  «e  uniouiaMi 
|v4f  feriiJnma.,  »d  aicoot  g>ided  bjr  tfe- 
b  .■;■    ■" 

Accordingly,  the  pnftice  of  praTing  to  dW: 
m  Duly.  WIS  long  vniverfal  in  the  chriltiah 
di.  Til*  &on  addreflb  to  Chrilt,  as  thofe 
lie  XMiMfy  L»rd  itve  merty  m  «j,  Cbrift  hmtt 
I  OT  «f,  being  comparatively  of  Ute  date. 
^  Cleqientine  liturgy,  the  oldeft  that  is  extant^ 
tilled  in  the  jfppfitHcal  CoKftitutims,  which 
I  prc^baly  cotnpofed  about  the  4th  century, 
i[.J8  no  trace  of  any  fuch  thing.  Origeo,  in  a 
:  trearife  on  the  fubjed  of  prayer,  urges  very 
^  the  propriety  of  praying  to  the  father  only, 
Opt  to  Chrift  i  and  aa  he  gives  no  hints  that 
3ubUc  forms  of  prayer  had  any  thing  repre- 
bte  in  them  in  that  refpeft,  wc  are  naturally 

0  conclude,  that  in  his  time,  fiich  pedciom 
Urii):  were  unknown  in  die  public  aflemblies  of 
3aasi  and  fuch  hold  have  early  eftabliihed 
ifxu  on  the  minds  of  men,  that,  exc^rtii^  the 
iviana  only,  whofc  prayers  are  always  addrefled 
brift,  the  gcDBtal  praAice  of  trimtarians  than- 
S  is  to  pray  to  the  iatbcr  oidy. 

iam,  j^takt  Sir,  to  confidcr  on  what  frmti^ 

1  this  fiufy  and  univerliU  ^afijoe  bare  been 

*  Johniuc.  17, 

G  founded 


/ 
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'founded.  What  is  there  in  your  doQLTyap\ 
trinity,  coniiiling  of  three  equal  perfons,  to  f 
the  Father  to  that  diftinftion^  more  than  tibo^i 
or  the  Spirit  ?  I  doubt  not  but  that,.  con0d* 
the  thing  al^  initio^  you  yourfelf  would  have  the 
that,  fince,  of  thcfe  three  perfons,  it  is  the  ^ 
that  was  the  mak^  of  the  world,  and  that  ii 
immediate  governor  of  it,  he  is  that  perfon  of  die 
^ith  whom  w^  have  moft  lodo;  and  therefore 
that  perfon  to  whom  our  prayers  ought  t 
addrefled.  This,  I  fhould  think,  would  have 
a  natural  conclufion,  even  if  Chrifl:  had  not 
thought  to  be  equal  to  the  Father,  but  onl; 
maker  and  the  governor  of  the  world,  under 
fuppofing  him  to  have  had  power  originally  | 
him  equal  to  the  making  and  governing  < 
as  I  have  Ihewn  at  large  in  my  Difqtdfitm 
matter  and  fpirity  vol.  i.  p.  376.  For  we  fl 
naturally  look  up  to  that  being  on  whon 
immediately  depend ;  knowing  that  it  muft  I 
proper  province  to  attend  to  us. 

If  there  fhould  have  been  any  reafon,  ii 
nature  of  things,  though  undifcoverable  and  in 
prehenfible  by  us,  why  the  world  fhould  have 
made  and  fupported  by  fome  being  of  con 
nicated  power,  and  delegated  authority,  rather 
by  the  felf-exiftent  and  fupreme  being  hi 
(and  if  the  fa6t  be  fo,  there  muft  have  been 
good  reafon  for  it)  that  unknown  reafon,  whj 
it  be,  naturally  prefents  this  derived  being  to 
the  proper  ob^d  of  our  prayers.  And  1 
obferve  once  more,  that  a  derived  prc-e: 
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fuppofed  to  animate  the  body  of  Jefus,  and 

fa  not  alfo  the  maker  of  the  wprld^  is  a 

^f  imsigiiiation  only,  whofe  exiftence  is  not 

^'iitferred^  with  the  lealt  colourable  pretext, 

the  Scriptures.     If  the  facred    writers   do 

nt  Chrift  as  having  pre-exifted  at  all,  they 

1^  fuppofe  him  to  be  the  maker  of  all  things. 

ihofe,  therefore,  who  pretend  to  maintain  the 

hypDthelis,  either  aflert  it  in  its  original  and 

estttnt>  or  elfe  abandon  it  altogether. 

P' 'But  fuppoTing  this  fecond  pcrfon  in  the  trinity 
'^i4)e  oor  independent  maker,  govenor,  and  final 
I,  die  propriety  of  praying  to  him,  and  to 
OEdufiirely,  is  fo  obvious,  that  no  confide- 
whatever  could  have  prevented  the  praftice, 
if  filch  had  been  the  real  belief -of  the  chriftian 
•orid  from  the  beginning.  That  chrift ians  did  not 
4)  fo  at  firft,  but  prayed  habitually  to  the  Father 
•ly,  is,  therefore,  with  me  almoft  a  demonftraiion 
lliat  they  did  not  confider  Chrift  in  that  light; 
but  that  whatever  they  might  think  of  him,  they 
Hi  not  regard  him  as  being  a  proper  olye3  of 
focrflripy  and  confequently  not  as  poffcffed  of  the 
tttributes  that  are  proper  to  conftitute  him  one, 
and  therefore  not  as  truly  God.  The  perfuafion 
dut  he  was-  truly  God,  and  that  God  on  whom 
wc  innmediately  depend,  would  unavoidably  have 
drawn  after  it  the  habitual  praftice  of  praying  to 
him,  as  it  has  at  length  efFefted  with^^fe^the 
Moravians;  and  in  fpight  of  conftant  ufage,  and 
jigainft    all  fcripture  precept    arid  example,   the 

G 1  praftice 
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pradice  has  more  or  lefs  prevailed  with  all  tiff 
carians.  Petrarch,  we  find  by  his  Utters ^  &^^ 
prayed  to  Chrift  s  that  pious  treatife  of  Thqjn^ 
a-Kempis,  on  the  imitation  of  Cbrift^  Qonti&g^s^ 
nothing  befides  addrefles  to  him,  and  they  coinpc 
the  greater  part  of  the  litanjf  in  the  Church 
England. 

When  I  was  myfelf  a  trinitariani  I  xtmpai^ 
piaying  confciemioufly  to  all  the  three  perl^ 
without  diftindlion,  only  beginning  with  the  Fatiiq 
and  what  I  myfelf  did  in  the  ferious  linnpUciiy.,^ 
my  heart,  when  young,  would  I  doubt  not,  hav 
been  done  by  all  chriftians  from  the  beginnir^  i 
their  minds  had  then  been  impreifed,  as  mine  wis 
with  the  firm  perfuafion  that  all  the  three  perfoi 
were  fully  equal  in  power,  wifdom,  goodixfi 
omniprefencc,  and  all  divine  attributes.  Tli 
argument  1  recommend  to  your  ferioua  co^i 
fideration,  as  ic  is  with  me  a  fufficient  proo^  thfj 
originally  Chrift  was  not  confidered  as  a  propQ 
objed  of  worfhip  by  chriftians,  and  confequetfj^ 
neither  as  God,  nor  as  the  maker  or  governor^ 
the  world  under  God. 

IV. 
I  wifh  you  would  refle£t  a  little  on  the  MofA, 
and  then  inform  us  what  there  is  in  the  dodhioe  fl 
the  trinity,  in  itfelf  conjideredy  that  can  recoitunen 
it  as  a  part  of  a  fyftem  of  religious  truth.  AUdu 
can  be  faid  for  it  is  that  the  dotShrine^  howcv 
improbable  in  itfelf  is  neceflary  to  exphia  foa 

particu! 
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r  texts  of  Icripcure;  and  that  if  it  had  not 
a  for  thole  particutu-  texts,  wc  fliould  have  found 
6  ^ant  of  it.  For  there  is  neither  any  fa&  in 
''  »,'  nor  any  one  purpofe  of  morals  (which  ire 
t  and  end  of  all  religion)  that  requires  it. 

Is  not  one  felf-exiftent,  almighty,  infinitely  wile, 

1  perfectly  good  being,   fully  equal  to  the  pro- 

I  of  all  things,  and  alfo  to  the  fupport  and 

VjDvennnent  of  the  worlds  which  he  has  made  ?  A 

pcrfon  in  the  godhead  cannot  be  really 

t  for  this  purpofe,  as  far  as  we  can  con- 


Whttcrer  miy  be  meant  by  the  redemption  of 
wtrUf  is  not  die  being  who  made  it  equal  to 
:  alfo  ?  If  his  creatures  offend  him,  and  by  re- 
pentance and  reformation  become  the  proper  ob- 
JB£h  of  his  forgivcnefs,  is  it  not  more  natural  to 
fijppofe  that  he  has  wilhin  him/elf,  a  power  of  for- 
giving them,  and  of  reftoring  them  to  his  favour, 
widiout  the  ftrange  expedient  of  another  perfon, 
jblly  equal  to  himfelf,  condefcending  to  animate  a 
bunuui  body,  and  dying  for  us  ?  We  never  think 
of  any  fimilar  expedient  in  order  to  forgive,  with 
die  greatell  propriety  and  cffeA,  oflenccs  committed 
by  our  children  againft  ouHelves. 

"Whaterer  you  fuppofe  to  be  the  ufe  of  a  third 

ftrfim  in  the  trinity,  is  not  the  influence  of  the  firft 

p^fon  fuflicient  for  that  alfo  ?    The  defcent  of  the 

holy  fpirit  upon  the  i^ftles  was  to  enable  them  to 
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work  miracles.  But  when  our. Saviour,  wap'^o 
earthy  the  Father  within  him,  and  acting  by  Ifn 
did  the  fame  thing.  ^  ^    ■«  •  -  jh 

■.'■rrii 
You  alfo  cannot  deny  that,  exclufive  of  fairi 

particular  texts,  the  general  tenor  of  fcripture  doQ 

not  fuppofe  fuch  a  trinity  as  you  contend  £2r. .  Js)i| 

not  the  general  tenor  of  the  Old  and  New  Tcfl| 

ment,  that  the  fupreme  God  himfelf,  and'oo^.tf 

other  perfon  a£ting  under  him,  was  the  prppq  flaif 

ker  of  the  world ;  and  that  he  himfelf^  and  not  igf 

other  being,  fupports  and  governs  it  ?  Is  not  tk 

fame  great  being,  the  God  and  Father  of  us  41 

and  even  the  God  and  Father  cf  our  Lord  Jtfif 

Chrift^  reprefented  as  forgiving  the  fins  of  his  pcii- 

tent  offspring  freely^  and  exhorting  us  to  foi|;tve|l 

we  ourfelves  hope  to  be  forgiven  ?   And  arc  wc  to 

require  any  ranfom,  recompence,  or  atonement  of 

a  penitent  brother  ? 

You  will  fay  that  there  are  obfcure  intimatkMp 
of  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  in  the  Old  Teftanaentp 
as  in  God's  faying.  Let  us  make  man^  and  let  un^ 
down  and  confound  their  language^  &c.  But  even  tfc< 
literal  interpretadon  of  thefe  expreflions  which  y<» 
contend  for  does  not  really  favour  your  hypotbc& 
For  then  there  muft  have  been  at  leaft  two  feffi^ 
concerned  in  making  the  world,  and  alfo  two  0 
more  perfons  muft  have  had  that  intercour&  Vk 
mankind,  which  you  fay  was  the  the  province  < 
the  fecond  perfon  in  the  trinity  only. 
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Tlie  plotid^itainbieT  forming  the  regal  ftyle  in  the 
(Urrilllisi  Z'^tery^HtCf  exphnation  of  all  fuch 

as  thde;  efpedally  confidering/that  the  word 
Ged  in  Hebrew  is  in  the  plural  number. 

r  "Aien,  deaf  SW,  fliould  you  be  fo  defirous 
Ing  fbdi  It  dbftrine  as  this  of  the  trinity, 
ybtf  muft  acknowledge  has  an  uncouth  ap- 
V  has  always  confounded  the  bed  reafon  of 
t^  a^  drives  us  to  the  undeiirable  doArine 
iSa^S^Me  mjfieries ;  to  the  great  ofience  of 
:^^IAhon)ebanS|  and  unbelievers  in  general, 
JbiM  umnt  necellity  ?  Of  two  difficulties 
pe  Jft^dways  authorized  to  chufe  the  lead ;   and 
ftoiilU  we  rifle  the  whole  of  chriftianity,  for 
ttte'of  fo  tinneceflafy  and  undefirable  a  part. 

Try  then  whether  you  cannot  hit  upon  fome 
^bethod  or  6ther  of  reconciling  a  few  particular 
•^Xts,  not  only  with  common  fenje^  but  alfo  with  the 
llteneral  and  the  obvious  tenor  of  the  fcriptures  them- 
Mh^ri*  In  this  you  will,  no  doubt,  find  fome  diffi- 
^lilty  at  firft,  from  the  efFed  of  early  imprcffions, 
%iid  affociation  of  ideas;  but  an  attention  to  the 
^^iie  idiom  of  the  fcripture  language,  with  fuch 
"lielps  as  you  aiay  want,  but  will  eafily  Bnd,  for  the 
purpofe,  will  fadsfy  you,  that  the  do£brine  of  the 
ttiiuty  fumilhes  no  proper  clue  to  the  right  under- 
ftukfing  of  thoie  texts,  but  will  only  ferve  to  mif- 
Vid  you. 

G4  In 
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In  the  mean  timey  diis  dodbine  of  (htf ^ 
wears  fo'difagreeai>k  an  afpedt,  that  I  thiide 
reafonable  man  muft  fay  wiA  the  excelk^^^ 
biffaopi  TjUotfon,  with  refpedt  to  the  A 
creed,  **  I  wifli  we  were  well  rid  qf  it/^ '  Thirf 
Qot  fetdng  up  reafon  againft  the  icriptufts,'  bttf^ 
conciling  reafon  with  the  fcriptureSj  and  thif'ftt^i 
tures  with  themfelves.     On  your  fchemc  4Wf  W 
irreconcilably  at  variance, 

V. 

In  a  mode  of  writing,  ahogedier  imprbj^eri^ 
a  ferious  difcourfe,  you  ridicule  the  Socintan  inW? 
pretations  of  fcripture,  as  unnatural,  and  contrary 
to  their  obvious  meaning;  and  after  a  lohgenuBie^' 
ration  of  things  which  you  fay  mo)^  be  clear  tomjef* 
frebenfiony  but  which  you  infmuate  can  never  )k 
dear  to  the  apprehenfion  of  any  man  ;  you  add,  pL 
14.  "  But  to  others,  who  have  not  fagacky  to  dS 
*'  cern  that  the  true  meaning  of  an  infpired  wiftrif 
*^  muft  be  the  reverie  of  the  natural  and  obviCMlii^ 
"  fenfe  of  the  expreffions,  which  he  employ;^  ™. 
^*  force  of  the  conclufion,  that  the  primitive  dinf ; 
*'  tians  could  not  believe  our  Lord  to  be  mort 
"  than  a  mere  man,  bccaufe  the  apoftles  had  ttU 
"  them  that  he  was  the  creator  of  the  univerfe,  iriB 
"  be  litde  underftood.'*  *    . 

In  anfwer  to  this,  which  I  fuppofe  you  inteh$(!: 
ed  for  irmj^  and  which  I  (hall  not  endeavour  to  »• 
tort,  I  fhall  content  myfelf  with  uking  the  very! 

text^ 
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which  you  produce,  ss  the  mollt  difficult  for  an 
ne  iHurian  do  reconcile  w  lus  t^iniofli  and  fliew  you 
\nt  qptefiions  in  it  which  it  is  ab&riuKly'impofliblc  for 
u&i  jiiwaccoiiimixiaie  CO  your^wnprindplesj  whh- 
hiu  f  an,  10  ado)):  yuur  awn  langusgc,  "  making  the 
IT  K  *ttve  meaning  at  the  wnter  cIk  very  reverie  of  the 
aipi  "  wunil  and  obviom'  fcnfe  oi  the  czpiefliom  which 
be  efflpJoys. ". 

The  pa0^,  which  is  of  your  own  fele^on, 
n  Col},  i.  I  s .  &c.  in  which  Paul  affirms  that  Chrift 
it  the  ima^e  of  the  invi/ibU  Gad^  and  tbifaji  bom  of 
'Ktrj  creature ;  and  yet  you  make  him  not  the  image 
naof  God,  but  GoJ  hmjslf,  and  fo  far  from  being  a 
malMTi,  that  he  is  the  trealor  ^all  tbixgt.  Produce 
ly  Sodnian  interpretation  of  a  text  of  fcripturc 
dirctSly  contrary  to  its  obviou*  meaning,  if 
rou  can.  Whatever  difficulty  an  unitarian  may 
ind  in  accommodating  the  latter  part  of  die  paflage 
bis  fctitiments,  you  muft  find  'much  more  to  ac- 
■commodate  the  former  part  to  the  AthatiaTian  doc- 
Oioe.  And  I  will  venture  to  lay,  that  for  one  text 
in  which  you  can  pretend  to  tindany  thing  barih  or 
difficult  to  me,  1  will  engage  to  produce  ten  that 
swft  cicatc  inore  difficulty  to  you. 

How  flrangely  muft  you  torture  the  plained 
language,  and  in  which  there  is  not  a  ffiadow  of 
.^ure,  to  interpret  to  your  purpofc,  i  Tim.  ii.  5. 
fbere  is  ow  GoJ,  and  one  mediator  hitween  God  and 
the  man  Chrift  Jefui ;  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  To  tu 
iax  is  hut  em  God,  the  Fallw,  ^  whom  art  aU 
tbtngSt 
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fbmgs,  and  ive  in  him ;  aTtd  one  Lord  Jejks  Cbrt/iii 
whom  are  all  t kings ,  and  we  by  him  $  or  that  czpic 
fion  of  our  Saviour  himfelf,  JohnxviL  j.  ^battk 
might  know  thee,  the  only  true  God,  •  and  Jefus  CbA 
whom  thou  hafijent.  Never  upbraid  us  unitariv 
with  torturing  the  fcriptures  while  70U  have  diefi 
and  a  hundred  other  plain  texts  to  ftrain  at^  m 
bend  to  your  Athanafian  hypothefis.;  bcfides  maq 
general  arguments  from  reafon,  and  the  fcriptureSy  d 
more  real  force  than  any  particular  texts  to  anfVra;  - 

VI. 

There  is  fomething  inexplicable  and  not  to  bfi 
accounted  for  in  the  condudt  of  feveral  of  the  cvaor 
gelifts,  indeed  all  of  them^  upon  the  fuppofition  oi 
thisir  having  entertained  the  fame  fentiments  coflr 
cerning  Chrift  that  you  do.  Each  of  the  goTpob 
was  certainly  intended  to  be  a  fufficient  inftru&« 
in  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  doib-inc  «J 
chriftianity.  But  there  is  nothing  that  can  be  called 
an  account  of  the  divine  or  even  the  fuper-angclic 
nature  of  Chrift  in  the  gofpels  of  Matthew,  Mark» 
or  Luke;  and  allowing  that  there  may  be  forp* 
colour  for  it  in  the  introdu6lion  of  the  goipel  p( 
John,  it  is  remarkable  that  there  are  many  paflitgtf 
iA  this  gofpel  which  are  dccifively  in  favour  of  IW 
fimple  humanity. 

Now  thefe  evangelifts  could  not  imagine  dNl 
cither  the  Jews  or  the  Gentiles,  for  whofc  ufe  tb 
gofpels  were  written,  would  Hand  in  no  need  oCiil 
formation  on  a  fubjedt  of  fo  much  importance,, an 

wluc 
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^^^pUcfa  was  {o  very  remote  from  the  apprehenCons 
p^ophbem  both ;  and  which  would  at  the  fajxie  time 
cfie&uallfr'Coviered  the  nproacb  of  the  crajsi 
cominuaUy  objeded  to  the  chriftians  of 
If  die  doftrine  of  the  trinity  be.  true,  it 
d(Aibt>!  in  thC'-.hi^cft  degree  important  and 
Since^  therefore,  the  evangelifts  give 
^^  certain  and  diftinft  account  of  it,  and  fay  no-* 
liog  of  its  importance,  it  may  be  fafely  inferred 
Aic  it  iras  unknown  to  them. 

Why  wai  not  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  taught 

frespUddy,  and  in  as  definite  manner,  in  the  New 

TellameAr  at  kaft^  as  the .  dodrine  of  the  divine 

jUdyb  taught  in  both  the  Old  and  New  Tefta- 

iMnts,  if  it  be  a  truth  ?  And  why  is  the  dodrine 

itir  die  umij  always  delivered  in  fo  unguarded  a 

iianiier,  and  without  any  exception  made  .in  favour 

ilfthe  trinity,  to  prevent  any  miftake  with  refpefl: 

(0  it,  as  is  always  now  done  in  our  orthodox  cate- 

chifms,  creeds,  and  difcourfes  on  the  fubjeft  ?  For 

you  cannot  deny  but  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity 

Iboks  fo  like  an  infringement  of  that  of  the  unity, 

on  which  the  greateft  poflible  ftreis  is  always  laid 

in  the  fcriptures,  that  it  required  to  be  at  lead 

Innted  at,  if  not  well  defined  and  explained  when 

?    die  divine  unity  was  fpoken  of.     You  are  content, 

however,  to  build  fo  flrange  and  inexplicable  a 

dofirine  as  that  of  the  trinity  upon  mere  inferences 

fiom  caiual  cxpreffions,  and  cannot  pretend  to  one 

dear,  e3q>rcfii  and  unequivocal  leflbn  on  the  fub« 

^  There 
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myiterious  without  the  cieareit  and  imut 

evidence  ? 

VII. 
1  would  farther  recommend  it  to  your 
raidon,  how  the  apoftles  could  continu^* 
Chrift  a  man,  as  they  always  do,  both  iii^i! 
,of  A6b,  and  in  their  epiftles,  after  they| 
covered  him  to  be  God.  After  this  it  mi 
been  highly  degrading,  unnatural,  and  ih 
notwithftanding  his  appearance  in  hunuki 
Cuftom  will  reconcile  us  to  ftrange  concep 
tilings,  and  very  uncouth  modes  of  ipeech 
us  take  up  the  matter  ai  initio,  and  put  c 
in  die  place  of  the  apoftles  and  firft  difc 
thrift. 

They  certainly  law  and  comrerfed  wtl 
firft  on  the  fuppofidon  of  his  being  a  man,  i 
as  themfelves.  Of  this  there  can  be  no 
Their  liirprize,  therefore,  upon  being  i: 


D».  HORSLEY.  93 

tiije.  Qwuld  behave  towards  fuch  a  perlon,  and 
wc  fhould  fpcak  of  him  afterwards.    No  ooe, 
Um  coniidcnt,  would  ever  call  that  being  a  whik, 
^  he  was  convinced  that  he  was  GoJ.  He  would 

^ways  rpeak  of  him  in  a  manner  fuitable  to  his 
{soper  rank. 

Suppofe  that  any  two  men  of  our  acqu^ntance 
Aauld  appear,  on  examination,  to  be  ^e  angels 
iSehiui  and  Gahieli  fhould  we  ever  after  this  call 
^Km  ma  ?  Cert^nly  not.  But  we  {hould  naturally 
%  to  our  fiiends,  '*  thofe  two  perfons  whom  we 
"  look,  to  be  men,  are  not  mm,  but  angels  in  dif- 
"  g"'/'-"    '^^>>  language  would  be  natural.    Had 
Chriil,  thcFcftre,  been  any  thing  more  than  man 
before  he  came  Into  the  world,  and  efpccially  had 
he  been  God,  or  the  maker  of  the  world,  he  never 
coakl  have  been,  or  have  been  confidered  as  being, 
smm,  while  he  was  in  it;  for  he  could  not  diveft 
liimlclf  of  his  iuperior  and  proper  nature.    How- 
ever iifgtUfedt  he  would  always,  in  faft,  have  been 
whatever  he  had  been  before,  and  would  have 
been  fo  fiUed  by  aU  who  truly  knew  him. 

Leaft  of  all  would  Chrift  have  been  confidered 
as  a  man  in  ret^oning  and  argumentattottj  though  his 
catemal  appearance  Ihould  have  fo  far  put  men  off 
their  guanl,  as  to  lead  them  to  give  him  that  ap- 
pt^on.  Had  the  apoftle  Paul  confidered  Chrift 
as  being  any  thing  more  than  a  man,  with  refpeit 
©  tus  natuTtj  he  could  never  have  urged,  with  the 
kaft  propriety,  or  effed,  that  as  fy  man  came  death, 
^  hy  mm  tame  aifo  the  refurreSim  of  the  dead.    For 
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it  might  have  been  unanfwcrably  replied,  "  This  id 
"  not  the  cafe ;  for  indeed  by  man  comes  deadi^^ 
"  but  not  by  man,  but  by  God,  or  the  creator  df  ' 
"  man,  under  God,  comes  the  refurredkion  of  the  1 
«  dead/' 

VIIL 

There  is  alfo  another  conGderation  which 
would  recommend  to  you  who  maintain  that  Chiift  i 
was  cither  God,  or  the  maker  of  the  world  und^ 
God.     It  is  this.     The  manner  in  which  otlr  LoHr^ 

■ 

fpeaks  of  himfelf,  and  of  the  power  by  which  h*^ 
worked  miracles,  is  inconfiftent,  according  to  ib^ 
common  conftruftion  of  language,  with  the  idea  of, 
his  being  poffeffed  of  any  proper  power  of  his  owiij 
more  than  o.ther  men  had.  '     ; 


If  Chrift  was  the  maker  of  the  world,  and  i<i  id  • 
the  creation,  he  exerted  no  power  but  what  pro*^ 
perly  belonged  to  himlelf,  and  what  was  as  much 
his  own  as  the  power  of  fpeaking  or  walking  be- 
longs to  man  (though  depending  ultimately  upon 
that  fupreme  power  in  which  we  all  live,  and  move, 
and  have   our  being)  he  could  not  with  any  pro- 
priety, and  without  knowing  that  he  muft  be  fniC- 
underftood,  have  faid  that  of  himfelf  he  could  do  no-- 
thmgj  that  the  words  which  hefpake  were  not  bis  awn, 
and  that  the  father  within  him  did  the  works.     For  if 
any  ordinary  man,  doing  what  other  men  ufually 
do,  ihould  apply  this  language  to  himfelf,  and  fay 
that  it  was  not  he  that  ipake  or  afted,  but  God 
who  fpake  and  a£ted  by  him,  and  that  otherwiie 
he  was  not  capable  of  fo  fpeaking  or  afting  at  all  5 
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E^l^^uld  not  fcruple  to  fay  that  his  language  was 
Sbpf^&icdip  or  cUccdowmiglit  falle  t>r  Ua^phe- 

If  thb  condulion  would  be  juft  upon  the  fup* 
^c  Chrift  had  crcatec^all  things^  working 
by  a  power  properly  his  own,  though  dc- 
|l,iildiQitfely  from  God,  much  more  force  has 
fuppoiUion  of  his  working  miracles  by  a 
Qpt.dtriyed  frorq.any  being  whatever,  but  as 
on^oally  in  bim&lf  as  the  power  of  the  Fa* 


I V      -^1 


-.'.'/ 


|r.  lUfwoiiki  alfo  be  a  fliocking  abufe  of  language^ 
^jindjvxmUl 'Warrant  any  kmd  <^  deception  and  im- 
infition,  if  Chrift  coukl  be  fuppofed  to  fay^  fba^  bis 
Faier  was  greater  than  be,  and  at  the  fame  time 
ftcnedy  mean  only  bis  buman  nature,  whereas  his  di- 
irine  nature  was  at  the  fame  time  fully  equal  to  that 
irf'the  Father.  Upon  the  fame  principle  a  man 
jDi^  fay,  that  Chrift  never  fuflFered,  that  he  never 
(died,  or  rofe  again  from  the  dead,  meaning  his  divine 
nature  only,  and  not  his  human.  Indeed,  Sir,  there 
is  no  ufe  in  language,  nor  any  guard  againft  de- 
ception, if  fuch  liberties  as  thefe  are  to  be  allowed. 

*  That  Chrift  was  not  the  real  maker  of  the  world,  but  God  the 

.IMur  oiiiv,  without  the  aid  or  inftrumentality  of  any  other  being 

'p'kuefcr,  is  abundantly  evident  from  the  fcriDtures.    For  a  moft  fa- 

&i^ory  proof  of  this  I  refer  my  readers  to  Mr.  Lindiay's  Sequel  to 

Kri^tAs^;,  cb.  ix.  p.  451* 
.If  it  be  iaid  that  this  great  pre-exiftent  being  was  divefted  of  his 

ftrner  powers  when  he  became  man  ;  it  may  be  aiked.  What  ufe  was 

tet  01  fuch  a  being  ?   Wh^  might  not  a  mere  man  have  anfwered 

the  pnrpole,  if  this  fuperior  being  muft  be  reduced  to  the  ftate  of  man, 

B  «darto  ftft  his  part  on  earth  with  propriety  ? 

IX.  You 
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IX. 
You  muft.  Sir,  be  much  at  a  lofs,  ind«<J, 
napmnwif*  in  &ippojt of  your dodrinc of  thetrilMl 
lAcn  you  look  -Sat  any  thln^like  it  in  hnchm 
tMpaqr.  -^  The  iibdon  of  a  trinity,"  you  fay,  p: 
*^'maK  takSt  KEoonKd  from  the  purirr  of 
"  chriftian  &itb,  is  found  to  be  a  Indir^ 
"  m  all  the  ancient  fchools  of  philolbphy,  and  ii 
^  the  rcH^onsof  alltioft  all  nations;  and  traces 
'  ■*  an  early  popular  belief  of  it  appear  even  in  the 
■f  abominaUe  rites  of  idolatrions  worlhtp.  Thtir 
**  infonnadon  concerning  it,"  you  fay,  p.  45,  "couJd 
<*  only  be  drawn  from  tradition,  founded  upon  esf- 
**  lier  nerelatioiu"  (meaning  than  thofe  of  Mofb) 
"  firom  the  fcacoeiTd  figments  of  the  ancient  ^ 
**  xriaichal '  cnedi  that  creed  which  was  univott 
**  before  the  dcfedion  of  the  firft  idolaters,  irtn" 

"  die  corruptions  of  iddtary  grofs  and  enortnow' 

*•  they  were,  could  never  totally  obliterate.  TUm 
f  the  doftrine  of  the  orinity  is  raiher  confinB^l 
^  than  difcret^ced  by  the  fuSrage  of  the  beoKi 
'^Jagei;  fince  the  refcmbiance  of  the  chriftian  ftMfi 
«  and  the  pagan  plulofophy,  in  thb  article,  trhrf 
"  fiiiriy  interpreted,  appears  to  be  nothing  Ids  'dot 
«  the  conleat  of  the  iateft  and  earlieft  revelattoiB.* 
■/  ^ 
Without  troubling  you  with  any  EfAftOkl  ^Ml 
the  "joint  worihip  of  Jupiter,  Juno,  and  Mincm, 
"  the  triad,"  as  you  call  then:i,  "  of  th«  *] 
**  capitol,"  or  the  THREE  mighty  ohzs 
dirace,  to  winch  you  iay,  p,  44,  Uiey 
traced  -,  and  the  worihip  of  which  in  that  place 

fiippcfti 
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,  with  Eufcbius,  to  be  earlier  dun  the  days 
f  Abraham  i  1  (ay,  without  troubling  you  «idi  any 

,  upon  this  moft  obfeuK  fut  of  headisn 
at>-thiology,  concerning  which  tfaere  me  many  ojx- 
uoos.  and  your's  I  ihink  the  kaftpFobiUde  of  ifaetn 
iH,  I  will  only  afk  you  three  qtieftibiiSi  to  wUch'I 
kt%  your  explicic  auTwer. 

Firft,  If  there  be  fo  many  traces  of  the  dodrine 
cf  the  cnntcy  in  the  heathen  j^iloSofitff,  and  in  the 
itdthen  worChip,  why  are  there  no  more  of  them  to 
bt  found  in  the  Jewilh  fcriptures,  and  in  the  Jewifh 
vorftup?  Secondly,  If  clure  be  fuch  traces  of  the 
doftrioe  of  the  trinity  in  the  Jewifh  writings  and 
worOiip,  how  came  the  Jews  in  our  Saviour's  timc> 
and  alfo  the  bociy  of  the  Jewilh  nation,  to  this  day, 
aot  10  difcover  thefe  traces  f  Thirdly,  If  the  Jews 
had  been  once  in  the  poi%flion  of  tlua  knowledge, 
but  had  loft  ic  in  the  time  of  our  Saviour,  why  did 
not  he,  who  reftified  other  abufes,  reftify  this,  the 
mod  important  of  them  all  i  Tertullian  was  fo  far 
from  imagining  that  the  worihip  of  the  trinity  was 
known  to  the  Jews,  that,  as  I  have  obferved,  vol. 
I  p.  60,  he  makes  the  knowledge  of  the  trinity  pe- 
collar  to  the  chrillian  difpenfaticHi.  The  fame  was 
die  opinion  of  Athanafius,  and  I  believe  the  Fa- 
^s  in  general. 

As  to  die  trinity  of  Plato,  whatever  you  or  I 

nay  know,  or  may  not  know,  concerning  it,  it  was 

Qcnainly  a  thing  very  unlike  your  Athanafian  doc- 

H  trine; 
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trine;  for  it  was  never  innagined  that  the  thn 
component  members  of  that  trinity  were 

equ(U  to  each  other^  or  ftridbly  fpeaking  one. 


Eveiy  attempt  that  has  yet  been  made  |^,  i 
plain  the  do£lrine  of  the  trinity  T  fcrupple  ho^' E 
call  an  infult  on  the  comoion  fenie  of  manJrli^ 
When  I  read  that  of  your's  mentioned  above^  yta 
thlt  the  Fither  is  the  fountain  of  deity,  ahdf  * 
the  fecond  peribn  in  the  trinity  was  produced 
the  jfirft  perfon  contemplatmg  his  own  perfcfBi^W-- 
I  can  hardly  help  fancying  that  I  am  got  bacfe  iatC 
the  very  darkelt  of  the  dark  ages,  or  at  leaft  duK  ^ 
tm  reading  Peter  Lombard,  Thomas  Aquinasj  't$ 
Puns  Scotus. 

You  fpeak  of  the  catholic  do3rine  of  $be  trinitf^ 
There  is  alfo.  Sir,  a  catholic  doctrine  of  tran/w^ 
ftantiationi  and  if  you  would  try  your  fkill,  y6k 
would  find'  that,  with  the  fame  kind  of  arguments, 
from  reaibn  and  fcripture,  you  would  be  juft  a) 
able  an  advocate  for  the  one,  as  you  are  for  tht 
other.  The  learned  catholics  at  the  time  of  the 
reformattpn  thought  that  they  trod  on  a  firm  and 
as  fure  ground  in  defending  the  latter,  as  you  now 
do  in  defending  the  former.  The  two  doftrines 
are  fo  nearly  akin,  that  they  cannot  bear  a  loilg 
reparation.  They  differ  only  in  this,  that  the  doc* 
trine  of  tranfiibilantiation  implies  a  pbyjical  impfifi^ 
aiityy  whereas  that  of  the  trinity,  as  unfolded  in 
the  Athanadan  creed  implies  a  mathematical  one; 

and 


^iu.   lidRSLEY.  ^ 

and  to  diis  only  we  ufually  give  the  name  d  em* 

traM^ion. 

I  am  truly  concerned  to  find  by  your  Cbargt, 
pubtilhed  at  the  rcqueft  of  the  refpe&ible  body  of 
Clergy  to  wliom  it  was  dcliveretl,  thac  the  dpftnne 
of  a  trinity,  in  its  moft  objeftionable  &rai,  muft:  be 
mainlined  ac  all  events  by  the  proper  .'members  of 
die. church  of  England,  as  its  moft  Iwred  palliir* 
iium.    Other  divines  of  your  charch  have  at* 
tempted  to  explaio  and  palliate  it,  jo.  that  U  aigltt 
I  be  hoped  that.  In  time,  it  would  have  been  eX" 
'   plained  away,  and  loft ;  and  at  length  have  been 
ftnjck  out  of  your  aiticles  and  forms  of  worfhipj 
whereas  now,  it  feenns,  it  is  to  be  mMntained  in  all 
its  rigour  j  and  as  you  recommend  the  writings  of 
Bp.  Buil»  without  exception,  I  prefume  you  ap- 
prove of  his  Defence  of  the  damnatory  clauje  in  the 
-^thanafian  creed  (indeed  you  mention  this  among 
lus  moft  valuable  works)  and  this,  in  my  opinion, 
IS   going  back  into  all  the  darknels  and  horror  of 
popery.    But  as  you  cannot  bring  back  thofe  times^ 
your  damnatory  claufes,  and  excommunications, 
will  now  have  little  effeft.    Yet  as  there  are  liberal 
fendaieots  in  your  performance,  I  am  willing  co 
^ope  that,  cm  reconfideratlon,  you  will,  at  leaft,  re- 
trad  your  recommendation  of  that  piece  of  your 
^rourite  author. 

,j.  Howev(f,.fcxt  to  the  church's  reforming  itfelf 

in  this  important  article,  it  is  to  be  wiflied  by  all 

the  true  friends  of  reformation,  that  your  terms  of 

H  a  commmm 
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communion  J  p.  71/ may  be  univerfailly  under 
and  adhered  to  ^  for  dien  I  am  confident  that 
jority  of  the  thinking  clergyi  whole  fenti 
on  this  fubjeft  are  in  general,  I  believe,  *  th 
Dr.  Clarke,  or  Arian,  and  tnany  of  them  Soc 
would  quit  your  communion  at  once.  And  i 
cafe  I  have  little  doubt  but  that  the  charaftei 
abilities  of  thofe  ejeifeJ  clergy  would  be  found 
fuch  as  you  could  not  now  bear  the  want  of 
then  either  a  rdfprmation,  invita  eccJefiaj  or  a 
diflblutibn  of  the  hierarchy,  would  immed 
follow. 

I  am^  &c. 


JLETT 
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■.■■;t   -J-E  Ti^lE  R-  .  VIII. 


I. 
Dear  Sir, 

0  vindicate  Eurebius,  or  his  author,  in  attcrt- 
ing  that  Thcodocus  was  the  firft  who  advunced 
doflrine  of  Chrift  being  a  mere  man,  ytiM  hy, 
37,  "  That  Theodotus  in  this  article  "  fo  fiir 
iiirpafled  the  earlier  hcrefiarchs,  that  the  merit  of 
bting  the  inventor  of  the  mere  humanity,  in  the 
precifc  and  full  meaning  of  the  words,  is  with 
'"grtat  propriety  and  truth  afcribed  to  him.  When 
"  :he  Cerinthians  and  the  Ebionites  affirmed  that 
"Jcfiis  had  no  cxiftence  previous  to  Mary's  con- 
"  ctption,  and  that  he  was  literally  and  phyfically 
"the  carpenter's  fon,  it  might  be  juftly  faid  of 
"them,  that  they  alTerted  the  mere  humanity 
"of  the  redeemer:  efpecially  as  it  could  not  be 
■fcrefecn,  that  the  impiety  would  ever  go  a  greater 
"length  than  this,  of  afcribing  to  him  an  origin 
"meitly  human.  Thefe  heretics  however  went  no 
'fuiher,  as  I  conceive,  than  to  deny  our  Lord's 
"ordinal  divinity  :  they  admitted  I  know  not  what 
*nwiittiligible  exaltation  of  his  nature,  which  took 
^fboCj  as  they  conceived,  upon  his  afcenfion,  by 
•Wdi  he  became  no  lefs  the  obje6b  of  worlhip 
■than  if  his  nature  had  been  originally  divine. 


»i 


This, 


'^It^.- 


Thfa;  as  ^f  ife^ '  r^  know,  i'  advtukScd 
own  dutHonV^btffy/:*^  itefiit  t6  khttir  i^kcft 
find  tiiat  thfeTEMi^ 
tii  CHtitt,  aRi#TifeHiras  afcei«icd  tolieaVefl/^^^^ 

noitmakeKis  ;fi/iif  thoW'fliaih'huni^ 

cbtild  any  po^cr  ciiriflrrred  tipon  hlnt^-^c^fte 

cehfioni  ahdif  Gbd  a}6he1^  \iiti^r^^^miBBt 

worihip,  Chrift,  bkirig  flfll  W  GW^;  h  i*  Aj. 

»  objed  df  worflup  now,  ib  he  19(^  b6^i««^1f  iiti||pi 

antient  unitarians  worfh^pped  Ctirift  nktf  his  Mftettd 

fion  (of  which  I  believe  there  is  no  evidence)  Tbc^^ 

odotus  mi^t  do  it,  and  the  Ebonites  mig^t  4iot| 

for  a)iy  thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary.  SMiiUlf  ' 

prayed  to  Chrift,  Idiough  he  confidered  him  4ii#*< 

mere  man,  in  his  prdcnt  fx^ted  ftate.  '  -  o    i   ; 

As  to  your  (iit^fition  diat  Theodotus  mi^ 
be  die  firfi:  perfon  who  taught  the  \lnitarian  4i^6kfy;d 
in  Rome,  which  is  a  ifecond  plea,  which  ybu;  «da 
vance  for  the  credit  of  Eufebius,  he  himfelf  lays 
nothing  about  it.  And  as  Tertullian  fays  that  in 
hfs  time  the  unitarialxs  were  the  ^eattr  fori  rf  tbi 
Mieversy  it  is  higli^  improbable  Ithat  there  ih^Mikl 
be  none  of  them  at  Rome,  where  there  was  ai  ccmh 
llux  of  all  religion^  and  of  all  ie£b9« 

You  here  (peak  of  tlie  u^fUty  of  ^  xmitarkiia;^ 
Before  you  lepdat  any -^reflioas  «f  thasuktnd^,! 
beg yauwoiddpauib altcde,  andeonfidcr  how^fbdt ; 

language  might  be  retorted  upon  yourfelf.    If  it  be  .; 

impicgr/ 


i^gpfr^rtOLivd^^  qf  a  imn»  is  it 

VtM9>^  iippJ9i||^ta,raifefany  inan  to  a  ftate  of 
cgDajg^.  with  :Qqd^  ^fjbu:  God,,  who  has  declared, 
t^kfiyMo»ff¥t^  who  has 

[«n^j«a«)pc|^^  fUks  himfelf  a 

fiorf  ?  ^fcffl  FPH  /™y  %  fcfpcfts  the  gods 
,j^.)iqKfaciis,r  j^Ht  what  were  the  heathen  gods, 

fjii^^'llh^r  fMn,r>R?^n  ^i>d  ftars,  or  dead  men, 
i^  9i;jH!Hrc§.of  C^^  and  deriving  their  power  from 
liffffrj^yj^  if  C  he  mud  be  a 

iBI#M(t  qCGod  tqay  for  there  can  be  no  medium 

hfiansn  creature  and  creator. 


M 


I  do  not  call  it  impiety  in  you,  bur  it  founds 
mpkaiandy  in  my  ears,  to  apply,  as  you  do,  the 
term  Mjf  Faiber  to  Athanafius.  The  catholics, 
I  believe,  a|^y  it  to  Ignatius  Loyola.  Our 
Saviour  applied  it  to  his  God  and  Father,  and  I 
wt(h  It  had  always  remained  fo  appropriated.  It  is 
Ugh  uoie  to  drop  that  ftyle,  even  with  refped  to  a 
naore  holy  man  than  Athanafius  was« 


IL 

In  a  work  of  great  variety  and  extent,  I  was 
well  aware  that  I  could  not  expe6fc  to  efcape  all 
oterfights ;  but  I  was  confident  they  could  not  be 
of  much  coniequence.  The  expe£bation  has  been 
verified  in  both  its  parts.  You  have  fet  me  right 
widi  refpeft  to  the  exaftnefs  of  two  of  my  quota^ 
Hmu  I  a^  I  flx>uld  have  thanked  you  for  it,  if  you 
had  noted  the  ovtrfights  with  good-nature;  which 

H  4  would 


to Jf^t  1115  rigj>^  you  ^  owj^h  iiwre..|ijiftal« 

I  h^VjC .beca. ,  TMs^^  te^« 

fp^^;  .to  yoyr  'c;9i»irm'c  dfl  J^r.  u(eM4c  iOild^ 

concerning  the;  jisfi^  f^ftribed  tof  h4:9f)dfcifii 

WPng^*    X  hi^ve, lately ipip(i:pred. the 

and  I   appeal  to  our,  r^er$ •  vhcther  > jou^i 

not  ihirreprefented  tho  fa£ik^,.aml  noc  Dr.  €UiUfia#j 

myfelf.  ..  i/ivniu)^^ 


You  fay,  p.  34^  that  ^'  Origen  fays^  not  tfaoO^ 
^^  they  were  pious<^,  but   that ,  they  boafted  ^  diab^ 
"  they  were  pious,  or  affefted  pieiy.    Picty^"  yadm 
add,   ^^  and  the  afFe£btion  of  piety,  bdorig   td^^ 
'*  oppofite  charafters."    According  to  you,  there- 
fore, Origen  confidered  thefe  unitarians  as  im- 
pious  perfons,  the  very  reverfe  of  pious.'    Billl*^ 
if  the  pailage  be  carefully  infpedled,  it  wHl  appdMr*^ 
that  Origen,  notwithftanding  he  ufes   the  iv^nd>" 
tuxoiAsvHf^  was  far  from  reprefenting  thefe  afknedf 
unitarians  as  only  pretending  to  piety,  and  boajihig 
of  it;  but  confidered  them  as  perfons  who  realljr 
dreaded  leaft,  by  admitting  Chrilt  to  be  God,  thejr  ' 
Ihould  infringe  upon  the  honour  that  was  due  to  " 
^e  Father  only. 

'^  By  thefe  means,  he  fays,  "  may  be  explained:^ 
that  which  gready  diihirbs  many  perfons,  who  plead'^ 

a  principle. 

'I 
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inncipk  of  piety,  tind  who  fear  *^  to  make  two 
Sods*,**  He  afterwards  recurs  to  the  fame  fub- 
i,  and  introduces  it  as  an  objedion  of  perlbns 
th  whom  he  would  not  trifle,  and  whom  he  was 
r;fiom  charging  with  hypocrify.  **  But  fince/*  he 
(aijrsiiit  is  piK)bab)e  that  many  may  be  offended,  be- 
ptufc  we lay  that  one  is  the  true  God,  namely  the 
Fadier,  and  befides  this  true  God  there  are  many 
who  are  made  Gods  by  participation  j  fearing 
that  the  glory  of  him,  who  excels  ail  creatures, 
Ifaould  be  brought  down  to  that  of  others,  who 
attained  the  appellation  of  Gods,  &e.f."  On  the 
'hole,  therefore,  I  think  that  Origen  muft  have 
lought  as  refpeftfuUy  of  thefe  early  unitarians  as  I 
ad  rcprefented  him  to  do,  and  that  he  really  con- 
:dered  them  as  objefting  to  the  doftrihe  of  the  di- 
inity  of  Chrift  from  the  very  beft  principles. 

In  tranflating  the  pafTage  in  Theophilus,  in 
i^hich  mention  is  made  of  God's  fpeaking  to  no- 
bing  but  his  own  word  and  wi/Jom,  I  inadvertently 
»fed  the  particle  or  for  andj  as  you  obferve,  p.  48  ; 
*ut  I  do  not  fee  how  the  right  tranQation  is  at  all 

♦  Km  TO  woXXjfj  fiXa&sa;  uvea  tuxofMBvag  rofoo'a'ovj  tvXa^ 
ofitntq  iuo  avayo^eva-ai  ^tag.  Comment,  in  Johanncm,  Edit, 
iuetii,  vol.  ii«  p.  46. 

^nSivH  $£«  TH  wolf®-  a'jrayytTOsofjLSWy  *srafa  Je  tof  o^Stvw  Stov 

a-tf  wspiX'O^  ^oiaf  siitrao'M  rotg  K9tvotg  T>i$  Stag  'mfo^Wfo^ia^ 
YXfi'^'ii^h  ^c.    Ibid  p.  47. 

lefs 


coturejriiiqg^  hU /i^^  ;^^  in  con^ycM 
Kb  xifiog  a  fin^ilai:  verb  inue^d  of  a  plural;  ji 

«  have  no  doubt  of  your  £ranfladon>  p.  59,^  ( 
rights'  and  fhall  adopt  it,  I  am  ftiU  howev£r|. 
iatisfied^  that  neither  Theophihis^  nor  any  p 
of  his  age,  made  a  proper  trinity  of  per/bns  k 
Godhead ;  for  they  had  no  idea  of  the  perfed  e 

•  lity  of  the  fecond  and  third  perfons  to  the.  firft. 


<c 


You  fay,  p.  61,  "  that  they  fcrupled  not  t< 
cribe  an  equal  divinity  to  all  the  three  perfc 
If  by  equal  divbiity  you  mean  fomething  that  n 
be  equally  called  divine^  though  in  a  diflfer^t  i 
I  admit  it ;  but  that  will  make  nodung  for 
trinity.  And  that  the  Others  before  the  Coun< 
Nice  aflertedt  in  the  mod  explicit  manner,  the 
periority  of  the  Father  to  the  Son,  fee  my  1 
.  feftion,  in  which  you  will  find  unanfwerable  j 

of  it. 

'I 

Whenever  the  Antenicene  Cithers  ufed  the  I 
God  abfolutely,  they  always  meant  the  Fat}itt| 


\  jM 


f^' .%lsia  be^       moFif''tfhtitied  tb  the  appeUaddn 

h^''6MfTnied  the  aii  bf  the  wonl  God  to  m-^ 
lieitoiMi^  atgemraly  and  blTcruTAl  the  word  Fi»^ 
^  tioii  (7^4  when  "they  re^'  me^nt  die  Fa- 
iittly,  tidhifivcly  of  the  tiim  other  peribns4 
there  been  no  prop^  correlative  to  die  word 
as  a  perfon,  your  explanation  might  have  been 
'*  i  toi  but  flncc  the  term  FatB^  is  perfcftly 
Wk  to  the  term  Son,  aiid  as  familiar^  it 
ikitii  CMkinly  have  been  ufed  bf  thetii  to  denote 
Father,  as  well  as  the  term  Son  to  denote 
Son.  It  is  natural,  therefore,  to  conclude 
bt  their  cuftom  of  uGng  the  term'  God  to  denote 
R  Father  only,  was  derived  to  them  from  earlier 
incs,  in  which  no  other  than  the  Father  was 
cemed  to  be  God,  in  any  proper  fenfe  of  the 
rord.  This  language  was  continued  long  after^ 
vm  a  change  of  ideas,  it  ceafed  to  be  proper. 

"'  Very  happily,  the  word  God  is  ftill,  in  common 
fe,  appropriated  to  die  Father,  fo  that  none  but 
lofeiTed  Theologians  are  habitually  Trinitarians, 
bd  probably  not  even  thefe  syt  all  times ;  and  while 
Sc  fcriptyres  are  read  without  the  comments  of  men, 
&e  Father  alone  will  be  conlidcred  as  God,  and 
ic  fole  ohjtit  of  worlhip,  exclufively  of  the  Son  or 
be  Spirit.  But  while  a  different  dodtrine  is  taught 
I  chriftian  fchools,  and  continually  held  up  to  the 
ferld  in  the  writings  of  chriftian  divines,  thofe 
^  are  not  chriftians,  and  who  will  not  take  the 
*'  pains 


»m^JKf  . 


loS 
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pains  to  ftudy  the  fcripturcs  themfelves,  n 
receive  a  vei^  uniavorfriAik-  -ittiprefliMi  i<tf  our 
ligjon ;  and  the  manifcft  abfucdity  and  imfnct)' 
our  doftrine  will  effeftuaUy  prevent  jti^Kcv^ 
by  them.  I  therefore  think  it  of  the  greattft 
ftquence  to  chriftianity,  that  this  doft^e,V 
ti^^  (which  I  confider  as  one  of  its'mcflt'^j 
corruptions)  Ihould  be  renounced,  in  the 
fiid  unequivocal  manner,  by  all  Aofe  wliafi/'j 
4^  fo  far  enlighKQed  as  to  be  convinced'^'t 
ft  corruption,  and  an.  innqvatipn  in  die ^i 
,do£trine,  the  reverie  of  what  it  was  iti  its  pi 
purity;  and  that  they  ihould  exert  theoildtye 
enlighten  the  minds  of  others. 


I  am,  &c. 


'  ■■^91 


'tJiilj 
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■  Tfflt  COHCLyWNG  IJEtTSR., 

HAyE'noiP  6RiniW'a^rq>!jr'td  yotir  nifli 
[^jyerfions  on  mjr  ^b^;  brhitdng  DodilMgtfaat 
WK  ^  ^  of  any  coiili^uich^e  coyoulr  ^rgumCh^ 
Ijou  fhould  think  diac  I  have  overlookied  ahy 
ig  material]  and  pleafe  to'  point  it  bUt  to  mc,  I 
anfwer  it  as  explicitly  as  1  can:  for  I  hope 
4;,this  will  only  be  the  banning  of  our  corref- 
ndeiurt;  on  the  fubje£t,'  as  I  woiM  gladly  dilciils 
with  you  in  the  fulleft  manner. 


r 


I  only  wifh  for  you^  own  fake,  and  for  the  more 
rantageous  inveftigation  of  the  truth,  that  you 
mid  drop  that  farcaftic  manner  of  writing,  which 
To  confpicuous  in  the  greater  part  of  your  per- 
mance,  and  I  Ihould  think  peculiarly  improper 

the  occaPion  on  which  it  was  compofed.  That 
xle  of  writing  is  atfo  inconfiftent  with  the  com- 
ments you  fometin:ics  pay  me,  unlets  you  iheant 
•m  to  be  ironical  alfo. 

Some  of  thofe  compliments  are,  I  think,  rather 
prudent,  and  unfavourable  to  your  purpofe.  "  In 
)hilofbphical  fubje£b,"  you  lay,  p.  29,  "Dr. 
'rieftley  would  be  the  laft  to  re^on  from  princi- 
les  afiumed  without  proof.  But  in  divinity  and 
cclefiaftfcal  hiftory,  he  expefts  that  his  own  af- 
;rtion,  or  that  of  writers  of  his  9wn  perfuafion,. 
«  however 
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^*  however  uninformed*  or  prgudiccd,  ihoul 
with  the  whole  chriftia^  world  for  proof 
«^  boldeftlfllirpptions/^' ' 

You  fhould,  indeed  Sir/ be  cautious  he 
kjr  fhefe  chuig3  before  your  Readers  -,  becau 
vcry^poflible  thit  they  liiay  draw  a  very  d: 
^jidfliiclufion  fronti  them;  and  think  that,  if 
been  fo  cautious,  and  (b  fuccefsful  in  die  inv 

•         •  •   ■      ■         "r      ,  < 

don  of  truth  in  one  province/  I  may,  havi 
fame,  talents,  make  the ,  fame  fuccefsful  app] 
<^  them  in  odier  provinces,  for  the  ,fame 
iatifs^  generally  accompany  the  fame,  m 
every  fcene  of  life,  and  in  every  mode  of  ex 
Your  readers,  therefore,  may  think  it  very  i 
bable  that  a  work  written  with  fo  much  ca 
attention,  by  fuch  a  perfon  as  you  defcribe 
be,  fhould  defcrve  the  charafter  which  you  f 
mine.  "  No  work,**  you  fay,  p.  66,  "  ws 
^*  fent  abroad  under  the  title  of  bifiory,  con 
"  lels  of  truth  than  his,  in  proportion  to  i 
'^  lume."  The  paflages  which  I  have  quoted 
II,  14,  and  89,  are  grofs  and  coarie  infults 
they  affeft  yourfelf  only,  and  not  me.  This  xi 
extraordinary,  as  in  other  parts  of  your  wori 
write  wit3i  grekt  candour  and  liberality.  Yoi 
dulion  I  particularly  admire.  My  addrefs 
on  the  fubje(%  of  mceffity  was  uniformly  reijpe 


It  wad  particularly  illiberal  in  you,  and  : 
am  willing  to  hope  you  will  never  repeat, 
the  term  aoiventick^  p,  %i^  in  fpeakbg  of  the 


^  * 


^j 


c  j^rotjlhip,  in  which  I  and  Mr.  lindiejr  c^- 

Would  nqc  that  contemptuous  appdlation 

p^K^  cquaAy  wento.die  focjedcs  of  di^  pri- 

cfaiiffians^  or  to  thofe  of  all  the  diflentera 

)e  church  of  Rpipe  b^>re  the  reformation? 

^ifftM,  ifk  it  that  has  j^ven  your  places  of  pub- 

wiifihib  a  more  lionouralde  title,  but  the  fane- 

i^f^thc  ck^ pnver^^^  which  m;  religion 

r  had  any  i^Oiance.    I  glory  in  fuch  independ- 

and^  approtMium. 

% 

'       .  ■  .  ' 

r^cikpiniick  is  ufually  meant  an  takxxfid  ^-^ 
bilt  fince  the  late  aft  of  parliament  in  ^ 
^,  biflcnters^  our  places  of  worlhip  are  as 
Bm/  as  yours.  The  only  diflPerence  between  them 
K^ithat  ours  are  not  fupported  by  the  wealth  of  the 
iate^  as  yours  are ;  fo  that  I  am  unjuftly  compelled 
ib  contribute  to  your  maintenance^  while  you^  in« 
kad  of  paying  any  thing  towards  mine>  infult  me 
fer  it.  Our  meeting  boufes  are  equally  known  to 
tte  laws,  and  protefbed  by  them.'  If  by  conventi- 
Bes  you  meant  nothing  more  than  s^  term  of  re« 
Hroach,  the  good  manners  of  the  prefent  age  ought 
K>  have  protefted  them  from  fuch  an  infult. 

'  If  your  pride,  as  a  churcbmm^  p.  71,  and  the 
contemptuous  airs  you  give  yourfdf  widi  reiped):  to 
filDfenters,  be  founded  on  the  idea  of  your  being  a 
member  of  a  great  eftstUfimeiUi  pray.  Sir,  what  is 
rour  church  cftabliihment  in  this  country  ?  It  is  a 
Biing  of  yeflerday,  compared  to  the  far  more  an-^ 

iient,  aiid  venerable  chun^of  RoipCi  whofe  men>t 

bers 
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iMirK.  coolider  you  as  a /i;bi/m4tic  anil  2/eJIary,  1 
fQUch  as  my&lC    I^  on  the  contrary,  you  boait  d 
yWT /eparaiien  from  the  cburcb  ef  Jtei/ie^  that « 
' Iff  barhts  and  abomituuienSf  cpnlklcr  that  the  < 
jnunity  of  chriftiaos.to  which.  I  belong,  is  ( 
nmoves  farther  from  her  duu  yours,  and  is  tin 
fbre  lefs  likely  (9  be  (uv  ^  ib^  htrlo/s,  of  whi 

\  On  sny  confideratioB,  th£];cfore,  l\i 
ftyle  of  greater  modcfty  ^uld  have  b^pqaQj 
better.  The  tinne  is  approaching  that  will  tty  § 
man's  work,  what  U  is^  and  if  we  learn  the  ] 
^th  of  the  gofpel,  and  our  lives  be  confa 
to  it,  it  will  not  then  be  inquired  whether  1 
learned  it  in  a  cburcb  or  a  conventicle  %  in  a  ct\ui 
fuch  as  you  have  accels  to,  and  from  which  Ii'ai 
excluded,  or  in  fuch  CffnvetttkUs  as  the  apoftlcs  W 
contented  with. 

As  you  ftrongly  and  repeatedly  recomniend 
writings  of  Bifhop  Bull,  with  which>  1  own,  I  was 
but  little  acquainted,  1  have  been  induced  to  pur- 
chafe    themi    and  having   looked  pretty   cart 
through  them,  I  find  they  have  been  the  chief 
houfe  of  weapons  to  yourfelf  and  others.     Havi 
found,  therefore,  where  your  great  jlrengtb  Iks, 
cannot  help  wishing  that  you  would  publith 
whole  of  your  great  champion's  works  in  EngUl 
and  thus  put  forth  oil  your  ftrengtb  at  once.  It  would 
^ve  me  lincere  plcafure  to  lee  you  do  this,  and  at 
the  fame  tinw  to  avow*  yourfelf  their  defender. 
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As  ydu  rank  yourfelf,  p.  5,  among  •'  thofc 
whom  the  indulgence  of  providence  has  releafed 
from  the  more  kborious  offices  of  the  prieft- 
hood*,  to  whom  your  more  occupied  brethren 
^  have  a  right  to  look  up  for  fupport  and  fuccour 
'in  the  common  caufe,"  this  may  he  one  of  the 
^ferviccs/'  to  which  "  you  ftand  peculiarly  en- 
|iged/*  as  well  as  to  anfwet  my  IBjio;y  of  the  Cor^ 
options  of  Cbriftianiiy.  "It  is  you  fay  for  them" 
[^)eaking  of  thofe  among  whom  you  rank  yourfelf) 
*ta  ftand  forth  the  champions  of  the  common 

*  boAi^  and  the  advocates  of  their  order.  It  is  for 
''  them  to  wipe  off  the  afperfions  injurioufly  caft 
^  upon  the  fons  of  the  eftabliflimcnt,  as  uninformed 
"  in  the  true  grounds  of  the  doftrine  which  they 
"  teach>  or  infinccre  in  their  belief  of  it.  To  this 
"duty  they  are  indifpenfably  obliged  by  their 
'*  providential  exemption  from  work  of  a  harder 
■'  kind.     It  is  the  proper  bufinefs  of  the  ftation 

*  which  is  allotted  them  in  ChrilVs  houfhold.  And 
'deep  will   be   their  ftiame,   and    infupportable 

*  their  puni(hment,  if  in  the  great  day  of  reckon- 
'  ing  it  (hould  appear,  that  they  have  received 
'  the  wages  of  a  fervice  which  hath  never  been 

*  performed." 

I  am  glad,  Sir,  to  find  that  you  have  fo  juft  a 
rnfe  of  the  important  duties  of  your  elevated  fitua- 

•  I  find  no  tni'-c  of  anv  chrtflioM  priffl&wd  in  the  New  Tcftainenf, 
cccpt  what  N  i  -,f>  to  ail  chriftianf,  who  aiv  figuratively  ftiled  Kin^s 
ut  PrieJIs  unU  (hd. 

I  tion ; 


1  fincerely  do,  that  the  caufe  of  truth  wiJ 
motcd  by  it.  And  to  fome  of  thoic -Ufeaief 
it  may  be  more  agreeable,  as  well  as  tai 
lime,  to  read  bilhop  Bull's  works  in  Eng 
in  Ladn.  In  my  opinion,  no  wricti^ 
cafy  to  be  Tdiited  than  diofe  of  this  bifiia 
though,  incombered  with  what  you  call  I 
rious  offices  of  the  priefthood,  as  wdl  w 
in  a  variety  of  other  purfuits,  I  (hall  no 
any  great  addition  to  my  labours,  if  I  und 
reply  to  you,  thus  ably,  as  you  may  think 
lupported. 

YoQ  have,  I  percdve,  fome  advantage 
have  not,  efpecialty  in  having  accefs  to/ta 
],  for  infiance,  had  not  To  much  as  hear 
work  of  Daniel  Zuicker,  from  which  yov 
I  have  borrowed  moft  of  my  arguments  j 
you  appear  to  be  well  acquainted  with  it 
the  writings  of  that  author,  or  you  could 
faid  as  you  do,  p.  9,  "  Nor  is  a  fitiglc  a 


•  ^ 
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.9  which  ddenrc  the  particular  attention 
^of  efciy  one  who  would  take  upon  him  to  be 
'^  tidier  a  teacher^  or  an  hiftorian  of  the  chriflian 

itttD.^ 

« 

Tou  (hould  not,  however,  have  charged  me 
borrowing  from  a  work  which,  though  in 
poflfeffion,  you  might  have  known  was  not 
oooMnon.  A  teamed  friend,  whom  I  defu-ed 
cnqvic  for  it,  teUs  me,  that  it  is  not  to  be  found 
Kaoy  bookfeUePs  in  London,  in  the  Britith  Mu- 
'^fiiun,  or  in  the  Bodleian  or  Sion  libraries  $  and  that 
[-Oft  hft  he  enquired  of  particular  perfons  moft  likely 
pMohave  it,  but  none  of  them  could  tell  him  where 
it  was  to  be  met  with  *'•  I  ihail  endeavour,  how- 
ever, to  make  the  moft  of  fuch  books  as  I  have, 
and  in  dme  I  may  be  able  to  procure  more. 

But  what  is  of  more  importance  than  any  thing 
elfe  in  thefe  ftudies,  is  a  fincere  love  of  trutby  and 
I  cool  and  patient  inveftigation  of  it,  which  I  fhall 
c&deavour  to  culdvate.  I  hope  alfo  to  keep  my 
miod  always  open  to  conviction,  and  that  I  fhall 
Qot  negleft  to  avail  my felf  of  any  light  that  may 
be  furnifhed  me  from  fi-iend  or  from  foe. 


*  I  find  in  the  General  Biograpbical  DiSioKory,  under  the  article 
Cmemujf  that  Zuicker  wrote  tbree  defences  of  his  original  work,  enit- 
tU,  Iremem  JremUorumf  in  anfwer  to  Comenius  $  and  that  bifhop 
Boll  was  accufed  by  D.  Crellius  of  not  having  read  thofe  pieces,  for 
«int  of  which  be  cenlhred  Zuicker  for  fome  things  which  he  otherwise 
^"ouid  aot  have  obje£led  to  him. 

I  2  Hoping 


A    .^ 
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Hoping  to  hear  from  you  as  foon  as  your  leifu 
will  permit;  and  aflfuring  you  of  the  pleafure  it 
give  me  to  continue  this  correfpondence,  till 
of  us  (hall  have  advanced  what  may  occur  to  us 
the  fubjedt, 

I  am, 

-  ■■■  ■**■ 

Dear  Sir, 
Your  very  humble  Servant*     ,»  vf 

J.  PRIESTLE 

■  ■r.rfV; 


BULlflNGBAlfy 

NovimbeTf  1783. 
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TN  this  Pofffcript,  befidcs  adding  a  few  notes 
I  and  obfinrations  relating  to  the  fubjeA  of  the 
preceding  letters^  I  fhall  infert  a  few  larger  articles^ 
that  refpedk  the  controverfy  in  general. 

I. 

The  original  cxtra£b  from  Origen's  works  referred 
to^  P*  19>  90>  are  the  following : 

'The  old  Latin  Verfion. 

Etcum  ▼iderit  eos  qui  ex  Judxis  crediderunt  in  Jefum,  aliquando 
JBKkm  ex  Maria  et  Jofeph  cum  efle  putantes  $  aliquando  uutem  de 
Ma  Maria  ct  fpiritu  fanfloy  viJebis^  &c.  In  Matt.  Trafl.  13, 
Open  Latine,  vol.  ii.  p.  88. 

The  Greek  ofHuetius's  edition. 

Koi  VXCK9  i3>)(  TAjy  aiTo  luiou^v  virfvov%v  u;  Tov  Im^av  mv  vtpt 
iififfit^  mtrsvj  olc  fiiv  ac  lAOfia^  not  th  luo's^  oioiuvm  aulov  ttvaty 
^  lUf  at  lAOfta^  fuv  fAovttg  hou  th  Sei»  wc<//ia7®-,  ou  fjm  uoa  (liia 

^  vffc  etfhi  htohoyic^i  o>|^«,  &C.    Comment  in  Matt.  £d. 
'  Huctii»  vol.  L  p.  427. 

The  fajfage  referred  to,  f.  2x. 

^.    Ibid  0.428. 

1 3  0/ 


'  &  ^ 


LETTERS  TO 


11. 


Of  Herefy  in  early  'tlmts.  ,i 

f*.  33.    That  Irenxus  did  not  rnmi  to  pafs  s-  * 
Ifntence  of  i^hat  we  Ihoald  now  call  damnation  upoof^'j 
the  Ebionites  is,  I  diink,  evident  from  what  he^ 
fays  concerning  them  in  the  atft  chap,  of  his  duid ' 
book,  and  which  has  the  appearance  of  great  harfb-'-' 
nefi.    "  If  they  periift,"  he  fays,  "  in  their  error,  ■" 
**  not  receiving  tlw  word  of  incomiptionj  they  con- ' ' 
*<  tinue  in  moita)  flclli,  and  are  lubje^  to  death, 
*'  not  receiving  the  antidote  of  life  *."    The  idet 
of  this  writer,  and  that  of  die  Fathers  in  generalt 
was  that  Chiift  recovered  for  man  that  immorta^ 
lity  which   Adam  had  loft;   fo  that  without   his 
interference  the  whole  race  of  mankind  muft  have 
perifhed  in  the  grave.    This  he  reprefents  as  the 
punilhmenc  of  the  Ebionites.    But  he  certainly 
could  not  mean  that  the  Ebonites,  as/ucbf  fliould 
continue  in  the  grave,  while  all  the  reft  of  mankind 
fliould  rife  from  the  dead.    He  muft,  therefore, 
have  meant,  not  diat  they  in  particular,  but  that 
ifiankind  in  general,  could  have  had  no  refutredioq, 
if  Aeir  do£trine  had  been  true. 

P.  34.  Clemens  Alcxandrinus  makes  frctjuent 
mention  of  bereftes.  Almoft  the  whole  of  his 
feventh  .book  of  Stromata,  relates  to  chat  fubjeft. 

*  Nw  ncipieiiif*  nrbiim  inconuptiom*  pcrreverut  in  cmw 
mcMtali*  A  flint  debiuitt  mortU,  antidotam  vitc  aon  Mcipintn, 
Lib*  ji  Of).  3i.pl  34). 

He 
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e  meniions  fourteen  diiFcrent  hercGirchs  hy 
me,  and  ten  licrefics  by  charafter  j  but  none  of 
tm  bear  any  rclacion  to  the  Ebionites,  or  any 
ccies  orunitarians,  a)l  of  thrrn  wlpoding  Gooftin 
ilf.  He  partjcuUrly  fixaks  ol  fihc  fpde  ii(  herc- 
a  in  genenU.  to  pietending  to  dcf^  Icicncei  ' 
rberca.'t  the  Ebionic»  were  alwuys  ddcribcd  in  a  , 

diiFcrcfit  manner,  and  wore  generally  trcitcd 
iih  contempf,  as  wcU  as  abl»rrenc&  On  the 
iher  haod,  Whitb/  fays,  that  .rhis  in-iKr  fp^lcs 
'  the  doflrine  of  die  Logos  being  emitted  from 
w  Father  at  pkafiire,  and  recalled  mto  him  agun, 
(which  Juftin  Martyr  mentions,  and  which  was 
hardly  different  from  proper  unitarJAnifm,  being  the 
dodrinc  of  Noetus,  Praxeas,  S^IpUius,  and  Mar-' 
cdhjs  of  Ancyra)  with  approbation.  He  alTo  fays 
k  is  particularly  remarkable,  that  Juftin ,  Martyr, 
though  he  did  not  approve  of  this  doArine,  pifles 
it  without  any  cenfure,  or  mark  ofherefy*. 

P.  34.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any 
pwiicular  account  of  this  excmmuniealiou  of  the 
Uimtes  by  the  Falhrs,  mentioned , by  Jcrom! 
but  I  think  it  very  poffible,  that  it  might  have  been 
nothing  more  than  what  was  done  by  Viftor, 
bilhop  of  Rome,  when  he  excommunicattd  all  the 
Ei&cm  churches  (of  whuin  the  Ebionites  wen) 
the  chief)  becaufc  they  obferved  the  Jewiih  rules 
in  fixing  the  time  of  Eafler;  fo  that  in  this  esconi->  - 

•  Scnttntlim  banc,  (]ijam  port  Nottiim  tj  Prueam,  SabelKui  pro- 
pi^ivii,  Cltoieati  AJcnndrinD  ex  ]<a:il9^ogia  ka  placaifl*  mm  Gim 
iwoweiiftiino.    DifquiMoncs  Moileft^,  |N  1731 

I  4  municBtioa 
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trurjOKiaB  no  mention  might  be  made  of  any 
COK  aaet  or  cuftom  of  theirs,  bcfides  this  in 
o«  cicjr  obftinatc  adherence  to  Judaifm.  The  ra 
1^  down  by  Viftor,  was  afterwards  confirtned  ' 
the  council  of  Nice,  but  1  believe  without 
hrntence  of  excommunication  on  thofe  who  dida| 
not  conform  to  it.  If  anyperfon  will  give  mc  anj^^ 
more  light  with  refpedt  to  this  fubjeft,  1  Ihall  bB>t^ 
truly  thankful  for  it,  'H 

HI. 

On  the  ConduSl  of  the  ApJiUs^  P-  53*  a 

To  thefe  obfervations  I   would  add,  that  as 
among  the  twelve  apoftles,  there  muft  have  been 
men  of  very  different  tempers  and  abilities,  it  is  not 
probable  that  they  Ihould  all  have  agreed  in  con- 
dueling  themfelves  upon  the  plan,  of  not  divulg- 
ing the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  their  mafter,  till 
their  hearers   were  fufficlently  perfuaded  of  his 
imfliahlhip.     Some  of  them  would  hardly  have 
been  capable  of  fo  much  refinement,  and  they 
would  certainly  have  differed  about  the  time  when  it 
Wis  proper  to  divulge  fo  great  a  fecret.     Befides, 
the  nunher  of  Jefus,  and  many  other  perfons,  of 
both  fexes,  muft  have  been  acquainted  with  it. 
Vor  that  this  fecret  was  ftridlly  confined  to  the 
Mwiv  .IfcftUs^  will  hardly  be  maintained.     And 
\<1  wc  have  no  account  either  of  their  inftrudlions 
»  ^"t  in  this  manner,  or  of  any  difference  of 
.yibioo^  or  of  conduft,  with  relpeft  to  it. 

It 
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'^It  mi^  hMve  btsiM  expefted  alfo,  that  the  in- 
thut  a  petfon  whom  they  firft  converfed 
£iium,  was  either  God  himfelf^  or  the  maker 
tJ^kflmoM  under  Odd^  Ibould  have  been  received 
fiMM  degree  of  doiibt  and  hefitation  by  fome 
of  fhem  I  efpecially  as  they  had  been  fo 
lufd  to  be  perfuaded  of  the  truth  of  his  relur- 
thoug^  they  had  been  fo  fully  apprized  of 
befere  hand.  And  yet^  in  all  the  hiftory  of  the 
there  is  the  fame  profound  filence  concern- 
this  drcumftance,  and  every  other  depending 
die  whole  fcheme,  as  if  no  fuch  thing  had  ever 
any  enftence,  but  in  the  imaginations  of  Atha- 
pfiii^,Chxy{o&oWj  and  thofe  other  Fathers  who 
maintained  it^  which  I  therefore  believe  to  have 
b(a  the  cafcj  and  that  they  invented  this  hypo- 
ffaefis,  in  order  to  account  for  the  early  rife  and  ge- 
weraljpread  of  the  unitarian  dodrine>  which  they 
coald  not  deny>  and  of  which  it  may  therefore  be 
coofidered  as  very  good  evidence. 

IV. 
Oftbt  ExcommunicatioH  of  *Tbeodotus  by  VUlor. 

It  may  be  objefted  to  the  evidence  of  Tertullian 
ccmceming  the  major  fart  of  chriftians  being  unita- 
rianSj  that  about  the  fame  time  Vi&orj  biihop  of 
Rotne^  excommunicated  Theodotus  of  Byzantium 
for  denying  the  divinity  of  Chrift ,  which  it  may 
be  thought  he  would  not  have  ventured  to  doj  if 
the  popular  prejudices  had  not  been  with  him  in 
this  bufinefs.      I  do  not  think,   however^  that 

there 
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there  is  any  contrariety  between  thefe  two 
when  the  circumflances  attending  them  are  di 
confidered. 

* 

TertuUian  lived  in  Africa,  where  there  feeow 
have  been  a  greater  inclination  for  the  uni( 
dodlrine  than  there  was  at  Rome,  as  we  aiay 
from  the  remarkable  popularity  of  Sabellius  jn 
country,  and  other  circumftances.    Athanafiusi 
who  complains  of  many  perfons  of  low  undci 
ing  favouring  the  fame  principles,  was  of  the 
country,  refiding  chiefly  in  Egypt ;  though  he 
feen  great  part  of  the  chriflian  world,  and  was 
doubt  well  acquainted  with  it  \  ;2fiS 

We  fhould  likewife  confider  the  peculiarly  rio^ 
lent  charaAer  of  Vidtor,  who  was  capable  of  doiagr 
what  few  other  perfons  would  have  attempted ;  be*  7 
ing  the  fame  perfon  who  excommunicated  all  the ! 
Blaftem  churches,  becaufe  they  did  not  obierveii 
Eafter  at  the  fame  time  that  the  Weftern  churches  * 

*  I  think  it  very  probable  thatintheWeftem  partsof  theRominemo 
pire  in  general,  there  were  always  fewer  unitarians  than  in  the  EaAem 
parts  {  becaufe  the  gofpel  was  not  preached  fo  early  in  the  Wicfteni 
parts,  perhaps  not  to  any  great  extent  till  the  greater  part  of  the  clergy 
wereinfefbed  with  platonifm.    This  might  have  been  the  caie,  c^« 
cially  in  fo  remote  a  country  as  Gaul,  where  Irenanis  refided,  and  maj 
aeoount  for  his  treating  the  do£lrine  of  the  Ebionites  with  more  firte* 
rity  than  Juftin,  who  lived  in  the  Eall,  wliere  they  were  more  w^ . 
mcrous.    On  the  fame  principles  we  may  account  for  the  prevalciM 
of  Arianifm  in  all  the  barbarous  nations  bordering  on*  the  Roman 
nufikt*   They  had  been  converted  to  chriftianity  chiefly  by  perfecnted 
Aiians.    But  Arianxihi  was  at  length  fuppreifed  by  the  influence  of 
ibt  church  of  Rome,  which  alfo  began  to  excommunicate  the  proper 
in  the  perfon  of  Theodotus. 

did; 
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hi  for  which  be  was  much  eeA^iit^  tftn  hf  ' 
f  bilhops  in  the  Weft. 

I  Such  an  excommunication  as  diu  of  Theodotos 

I  by  no  means  the  fame  thing  in^  cutting  s 

I  off  fiom  communion  with  Wf  ptrticuhf 

rch,  ^rith  which  he  had  been  ufed  to  commum^ 

Theodotus,  was  a  flrang^  tc  Rome,  and  it 

Niry  pofTible  that  the  body  of  die  chiiftian  dmrdt 

home  did  not  intercft  themfdws  in  dieafi»r{ 

B  bittiop,  and  his  clergy,  only  appnmi^  of  it. 

'  r  1  r^dily  grant  that,  thoif^  there  were  tome 

d  utntarians  in  all  the  early  agM  of  duiftuiHtyy 

e  m^ority  of  the  clergy  were  nOt  6k 

•^Theodotus,  befides  being  a  ftnnger  it  Rom^ 

I  a  man  of  fcience,  and  is  faid  by  the  tmitariani 

FtoJuve  been  well  received  by  Viftwat  firft;  fa 

J  tiat  it  is  very  pofTible  that  the  latter  might  hare  been 

^  isftigtfed  to  what  he  did  by  fomc  quarrel  between 

(hemj  of  which  we  have  no  account. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  thou^  Viaor  ex- 
communicated this  Theodotus,  wiio  was  a  ftnnger, 
and  had  perhaps  made  himfetf  conl{nCUouSj  fo  as 
CO  have  ^ven  fotne  caufe  of  umbrage  or  jeaknily  to 
him,  it  13  very  pofllble  that  a  great  propoition  of 
the  lower  kind  of  people,  who  ma^  no  noifc  or 
difturbance,  might  continue  in  Communion  with 
chat  church,  though  they  were  known  to  be  uni- 
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I  am  not  difpofed  to  take  anyiidvantage' 
HorHey's  fuppofition,  that  ^heodotus  nijg^ 
the  unirarian  do£brine  in  fome  more  oficttfivt 
than  chat  of  the  ancient  Ebionites,  and" 
might  be  more  liable  to  excommunication  ] 
both  Tertullian  and  Thcodoret  fay  that  he 
the  miraculous  conception,  and  it  is  only  Epiphaniw 
(who  lived  long  after  the  time  of  Tertullian)  *i» 
aflerts  the  contrary*.  It  is,  indeed,  pretty  ceiuin 
that  the  opinion  of  Jefus  being  the  Ton  of  Jolcpk 
began  foon  to  give  way  early  to  the  authoriij  (if 
the  gofpels  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  and  diat  it  l«- 
came  extinft  long  before  the  doftrine  of  the  fiinplE 
humanity  of  Chrift. 


0/  Juftat  Martyr's  Account  of  the  Knowledge  ^j 
Cbrijiians  of  low  Rani, 

It  is  likewife  faid  that  the  teftimony  of  Ttt;^ 
tullian  is  exprefsly  contradifted  by  Juftin  Manyi^ 
who  in  giving  an  account  of  the  circumftance*  in 
which  the  platonic  philofophy  agreed,  as  he  thou^ 
with  the  doiflrine  of  Mofes,  but  with  refpcftjj 
which  he  fuppofed  that  Plato  had  borrowed  fifll 
Mofes,  mentions  the  following  particulars,  Tlf 
"  The  power  which  was  after  the  firit.Godj  oriht 
"  L<^s,"  afTuming  the  figure  of  a  crofs  in  ifai 
univeife,  borrowed  from  the  fixing  up  of  a  fopot 


*  Tillemont's  Memoirs,  vol.  tu.  p>  t  tfi, 
t  Edit.  Thrilby,  p.  SI. 

whid 
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_  I  reprefcnrcd  Chrift)  in  the  form  of  a  £ro6 

1^  wildcmefsi  and  a  third  principle,  boniwerf 

"  q  'Cae.^iril  which  Mofes  faid  moved  on  the  i^ 

'r  WMcr  at  the  creation;  and  alfo  the  notipfl,qf 

t  fere,  or  conflagration,  borrowed  from  ,^^Qf 

.  fiDve  cxpreffions  in  Mofcs  relating  to  the  i^igcr 

Iw  God  waxing  hot.     "  Thefe  things,"  he  &jif 

"  wc  do  not  borrow  fronn  others,  but  all  ocbei;i 

"  from  us-     With  us  you  may  hear  and  learn  thcfe 

"  things  from  thofc  who  do  not  know  the  form  d( 

"the  icticfs,  who  arc  rude  and  barbarous  of  fpeed^ 

"  but  wtic  and  underftanding  in  nnind;  andfioqi 

iTomc  who  are  even  lame  and  blind ;  fo  that  ym 

'  may  be  convinced  that  thefc  things  arc  not  i«d 

I "  ty  human  wifdom,  but  by  the  power  of  God.**  ■ 

Bui  all  that  we  can  infer  from  this  paltage  i^ 
K  thefe  common  people  had  learned  fi'om  MoiCi 
I  tbt  the  world  was  made  by  the  power  and  wifilom 
I  for  the  Logos)  of  God ;  that  the  ferpent  io  the 
J  inlderne&  repreftntcd  Chrift  ;  and  that  there  was  a 
l^rii  of  God  that  moved  on  the  face  of  the  watersj 
Jiifliort,  that  thefe  plain  people  had  been  at  die 
J  Iborce  from  which  Plato  had  borrowed  his  pbilo- 
llfijphy.  It  is  by  no  means  an  explicit  declaration 
Jthat  thefc  common  people  thought  that  the  Lf^giq, 
I  ■and  the  fpirit,  were  perfons  diflindl  from  God. 
IJuftin  was  not  writing  with  a  view  to  that  qucftio^q, 
n<t  Tercullian  was;  but  only  meant  to  fay  how 
Punuch  more  knowledge  was  to  be  found  among  the 
\  loweft  of  the  chriftians  than  among  the  wifelt  of  the 
i  heathen  philofophers. 

Befides, 
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BeTides^  Juftin  is  here  ha/iing  of  the  Icd 
4o£  thcfe  lower  people,  and  it  fiivoiired  his  pu 
jmke  it  as  confiderable  as  he  could ;  when 
tuUUn  is  comflmmng  of  the  circumftance  n 
mentions^  fo  that  nothing  but  the  conviA 
diiagreeable  truth  could  have  esctorted  it  fix 
The  fiune  was  die  cafe  with  reiped  to  Adiai 

That  the  common  people  in  Juilin's  tim 
imdoftaad  his  dofbrine  concerning  the  per 
jdon^of  diie  Logos  is,  in  itiel^  highly  imp 
That  this  Logos,  which  was  originally  in  < 
fame  thing  that  reafm  is  in  man,  fhould  at  t 
tion  of  the  world  aflume  a  proper  ferfom 
afterwards  animate  the  body  of  Jefus  Chril 
in  addition  to  a  human  foul,  or  inftead  of  i 
only  very  abfurd,  but  aUb  fo  very  abftrufe^  \ 
in  the  higheft  degree  improbable,  afriarif 
common  people  fhould  have  adopted  it.  Tl 
tures,  in  which  they  were  chiefly  converfar 
never  teach  them  any  fuch  thing,  and  the;^  c 
Jiave  been  capable  of  entering  into  die  phik 
refinements  of  Juflin  on  the  fubje6t.  y 
that  the  common  people  fhould  have  bd 
TertuUian  andAthanafius  reprefent  them 
•done,  viz.  that  there  is  but  one  God;  i 
•Chrift  was  a  man,  the  mefienger  or  prophet 
and  no/econd  God  at  all,  the  rival  as  it  were 
iirO:  God,  is  a  thing  highly  credible  in  it 
therefore  requires  lefs  external  evidence. 
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tuMart^  emeernag  ti§iiM-  . 

f\bts  timt*.,  ■■    '■    ) 

"  T  think  myfcir'poficfled  of  (o  much  evidence  b 

r  of  the  umrarian  doflrine  having  been  Ruln- 

1  in  the  firft  ages  of  chriftianicy,  that  I  htve 

)  occafion  to  be  folicitous  about  trifles  with  re- 

\xa  it  J  and  even  with  regard  to  the  much- 

"fipafiagc  in  Juftm  ^aityt,  above  rderred 

f  which  I  made  fome  ufc  in  my  late  I^try, 

C 17,  it  is  quite  fufEcient  for  iny.purpq& 

!  •  XMVay  nn  rmf)  mm  tit -tit&fM  ynuf  tfta^afllbt  iitU 

Edit.  ThJriby,  p.  234. 

,  Thwnodcml  bjKf  oppoiwnttbeMonAlyRcviCTKr. 

tThCK  wefcnM  of  our  protdlioii  who  ackaowkdge  hin  to  bathe 

'i,  ioi  y&  rnaistiJn  tbic  he  wai  a  man  bom  in  (he  niMral  w*f ) 

■wkni  t  (uuM  not  jitkl  my  dSeOi,  no  not  eren  If  the  majontf  ti 

u  /haiiM  ihink  the  Cum  |  bacaufe  we  are  eommmded  bf  Chrift 

0  niy  on  bumm  duAriiK*!  but  to  receive  diolc  wUch 

rc  pubnilicd  \>f  ilie  bidffcd  prapliaUi  uid  which  he  himltlf  Ought 

'By  mj  Vindeator,  mtniitenifly. 
X  TShuttrtSvmttif  ommx  frri.  Gentile)]  who  ackntndedge  him 
Htbe  (be  Cbrifi,  ind  yet  mauiuin  (hat  be  wm  ramq  bom  in  Ac  h- 
nl  way,  to  whom  I  do  not  aflentt  though  the  tnajori^  BUgr  bvpe 
U  (« ihAi  tliFy  hid  been  of  the  rwne  a|riiaoii,  &e. 
Some  coT)j«fiHre  thai  die  ori^iad  leadint  i*h  t^feit,  tafleid  of 
;  and  Ibco  it  fhouU  be  rendered  fianc  tfjur  roe*,  aeMiiig 
Bnttbett -i*  no  wthorhy  for  tbi*  fnn  ur 

that 
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that  the  writer  here  fpeaks  of  unituiftos  ;W44>  .1 
demela,  and  is  &r  from  treating  thlm  Wi 
and  in  this  I  think  every  rd^boaUe  wn$ii 
fiders  the  manner  in  which  this  writer  ipeaks  o(ii*\ 
retUs  ingemrMl  (on  which  occafion  he  ip^cj^  now^ 
but  Gnoftics)  will  agree  with  .me.    If^^PflEiBpt 
tlunk  otherwife,  I  have  nothing  farther.  tQ$LjmiKfi 
our  readers  mud  judge  between  us.       .    ,{,,\\  >c{] 

v:  iiii 
I  cannot  help  thinking,  however,  with  WyJrtiUBl; 

Vindicator^  that  this  paflage  more  cridcally  cxamifr- ' 

cd,  furnifiies  a  (lill  (Ironger  evidence  ia  frv^ur  cl; 

the  prevalence  of  the  unitarian  doftrine  in  the  dine 

of  J  uftin. 

f  •  Let  it  be  confidered  that^  in  this  pJac^ 
well  as  in  his  writings  in  general,  he  laiemrs  tk . 
proof  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  (hewing  that  it 
is  confonant  to  the  principles  of  Platonifm^  and  aUb 
deducible  from  the  writings  of  Mofes,  and  odicr 
parts  of  the  Jewiih  fcriptures,  without  refcning  to 
any  other  writer  in  fupport  of  what  he  advances 

2.  He  does  not  ufe  a  fingle  acrimonious  eifxcf- 
lion  againft  thofe  who  difiered  from  him  wilh  it- 
lpe£b  to  it  $  which  is  jufl:  as  any  man  would  do  who 
(hould  write  in  defence  of  a  novel,  or  not  vciy  pit- 
valent  opinion,  and  one,  of  which  himfelf  wa^dbe 
principal  abettor.  He  even  provides  a  retreat  in 
cafe  he  fhould  not  be  able  to  prove  his  point;  fil- 
ing that,  though  he  fhould  fail  in  this,  it  woidd  not 
follow  that  he  was  miftaken  in  the  other  5  for  tfait 

ftifl 
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D  Jeftu  might  be  tht  M«niah-  (wkidi  mi  eis- 
nd^  a  maftcr  of  the  firft  confequencc'iufa'hini) 
I  dwugh  he  ftiould  be  nothing  more  tfun  «  nn& ^ :. 

3.  H«  talks  of  nor  being  ovobeme^  dwm- 
Aofky  of  any  numbw  cff  men,  even  his  fcUowdinf- 
buc  woidd  adhere  to  the  wotth  of  Ghrifl^  ud 
Ik  fenfe  of  Icripture  i  whkh  is  t  ftyle  dnnoft  poai- 
CO  chofe  whofc  opimons  are  either  quite  QOTcl, 
ii«-very  prevalent. 
ylU:-.,.    ... 

phraTe  "  neither  do  I  agree  with  the 
of  chriftianst  who  may  hart  <rf^e£ted  to 
i^nion,"  which  is  nearly  die  meft  literal 
of  the  paOage  (though  I  would  not  be 
mdcH^ood  to  lajr  much  ftreB  on  that  circumftanoe) 
till  nabirally  be  conftrued  to  mean  that  the  majo- 
tkj  t^ualty  tiiJ  make  the  objection,  or  that  Juftin 
ltfpej%ed  they  m^bf  make  it. 

*-  •  Wlm  I  confider  chefe  circumftanccs,  and  aUb 

law  iqjt  aU  perfons  are  to  make  their  own  party 

more  numerous  than  it  really  is,  I  am  inclined  co 

think  that,  even  if  the  paflage  might  bear  fuch  a 

I  conftrui^ion  as  that  Juftin  meant  to  infinuate  that 

Ht  mtyorky  w^e  with  him,  yet  that  it  would  not 

i'te  1^  moft  natural  con(hu£tion,  or  a  fufficient 

|)|Mb0rity  to  conclude  that  fuch  was  the  fa£t.     I 

ritweftire  think  that,  upon  the  whole,  the  paffage 

ba  all   the  apfearancs  of  an  apology  (which  is  all 

'ikml  hvK  aflctted)  iot  an  ofMnton  dt&rent  60m 

a.     ._..  K  that 
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that  which  in  his  time  was  oommonljr  reodf 
the  fubjeft.  no 

I  am,  no  doubt,  infli^enced  in  my  c^nihi 
of  this  ^particular  paflag^  :b)r  the  pailiafibn 
have,  fpocn  odier  independent  evidenoCj  dii 
unitarians  were,  m  &£t,  the'  majority  of  chr: 
in  the  time  of  Juftin ;  that  he  dierefore  knei 
to  be  the  cafe,  and  could  not  mean  to  infinufl 
contrary.  Another  perfon,  having  a  diifeftlU 
fuadon  concerning  the  ftate  of  opinions  in  tha 
will  naturally  be  inclined  to  put  a  diScretit 
ftru£tion  upon  this  paflage.  In  this  cafe  I 
wifh  that  he  would  fufpend  his  judgment  till  l 
attended  to  my  other  arguments ;  and  aftcrwai 
may  perhaps  fee  this  paiTage  in  the  fame  li{ 
which  I  do. 

The  word  y«v©-,  I  think  with  my  le 
friend,  refers  to  natural  dejcent\  and  I  thei 
conclude  that  Juftin  here  meant  not  chriftii 
genera],  but  gentile  chrift:ians  in  particular 
caufe  as  he  is  oppofing  the  opinion  concc 
Chrift:,  which  made  him  to  be  ^  ma»i  bom  tf) 
not  to  the  dodrine  of  the  miraculous  canetptim 
only  to  his  pre-exijlencey  the  only  idea  that  h 
in  his  mind,  and  to  which  he  attended,  wa 
of  his  fmple  humanity ;  and  we  have  pofitiv 
dence  that  this  was  the  dodbrine  of  ^  the  J 
chriftians,  fo  that  he  could  not  fpeak  of  fe 
them  hoWing  it  and  odicrs  not.    Wherci 

i 
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od  fomc  of  them  even  later  than  this,  iTxz.'in 
be  time  of  Origen>  held  that  in  the  fhi£teft  fenfe 
fitbr^caipieflKini:  Jcfiisi'^ras  Ksoindnivioftnao, 
lOig  ibef.fbiL  of  JoA)ph:j,ul>w^«ii:of'i]||[ai>y.'  •! 
llErdinr  tlnokidiat  Juftintptant  thS'gmdlE  ^in& 
■Oh  osnJmi^.'the^  Jertrif)i'duifti3iBj''^riiofei.fiint-. 
iilKali..fa0!<flug^c  Si^e&  to 'jikvit  been  ' well 
nuni.'CQ'the  .leamcEliJewj  with  whom  he  was 
mt^afii.i.  ■  .■:  ■.■■'■ 

3^r  :i-;  -ir  'i:  ■  .  ''  ■  I.  ,■-.■.  -  -.  .  ■  ■.  ■'■■  = 
luTiHmMHit  Ibmo  wfacic  iays  tlat  the  mqcrii^ 
>Clh4 Ebionttes,  fcem  to  hare  beUered  that  Cfarift 
VAsthSjfbn  of  Jofephj  and  as.  I  find  no  mentioB 
|f  Am  Jcris  of  Ebiomtes  (one  of  dicm  bdiering 
^miiadilaus  conception  and  the  odier  not)  be- 
>re  the  time  of  Origen,  it  is  probable  that  in  the 
tne  of  Juftin  the  Jewifh  chriftians  were  almoft 
holly  Elnonites  of  the  ddcft  denomination,  be- 
^^iog  Chrift  to  be  man  bom  of  man,  in  the 
n£teft  jenfe  of  the  [^rafe ;  and  therefore  that,  in 
w  re^w&aUb,  ,there  could  have,  been  no  pre- 
ffux  Uu:-  any  infinuatton  that  the  Jewiih  chriftians 
voe-divideti  on  this  point;  and'  ftiU  lels,  Aat 
^  ainong.them  wha believed  Jefus  to  be  a  man 
}f>m^  of  man,  were  not  a  very  great  aiajodty  q£ 
ftem.. 

■  .lU  ia  plain  firom  iht  exigence,  of  fudi  diriftian^ 

0^  among  Jews  and  GemileSi.  in  the  time  of 

^gcn, ,  and   prpbaUy  much   htn,  which  ma 

K  3  long 
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kmg  after  the  publication  of  the  gofpels  of  Mae^ 
thew  and  Luke,  even  in  their  prefrnt  form  (ft£ 
initting  that  there  might  be  {bme  doubt  relatia 
to  the  introduftibns  to  them,  when  they  '^^ 
firft  publiflied)  that  they  confidercd  thefc 
gelifts  fimply  as  btflerians,  and  by  no  means 
io^ed  writers  J  fo  that  they  thought  themfclve 
t^  liberty  to  admit  or  difregard  their  teflrimony  t 
particular  fafts,  according  to  their  opinion  of  rfiei 
evidence  being  competent,  or  not  competent,  l 
thofe  particular  cafes.  I  have  frcquendy  avowee 
myftjf  not  to  be  a  believer  in  the  infpiration  of  xH 
evangclifts  and  apoftlcs  as  writers,  and  have  p'vis 
my  reafons  pretty  much  at  large  for  my  o|mii<i^ 
I  dierefore  with  thefe  ancient  unitarians,  hold  thtt ' 
fubjcA  of  the  miraculous  conception  to  be  on^ 
with  refpeft  to  which  any  perfon  is  fiilly  at  liberty 
to  think  as  the  evidence  (hall  appear  to  him,  wittt' 
out  any  impeachment  of  his  faith  or  character  as  i 
chrifljan.       ^_  '  ' 

X  fliall  conclude  Aa  article  widi  obferrii^  tfiat^ 
wtdlOut  attending  to  minute  critictfms,  Ic  b  qoibS 
fufficient  for  my  purpofe,  that  thefe  ancient  uofta- 
iian  chriftians,  whether  they  held  the  mirsculooi 
fcoDoeption  or  not,  whether  they  were  Jews  or 
Gentiles,  or  whether  Juftin  meant  to  repretent  thenA 
$a  &n&ly  (peaking  the  majority  of  chriftians  or 
oAermfe,  were  not  treated  by  him  as  beretks. 
Fnim  this  circumllance  alone  it  may  be  concluded^ 
dot  Aey  were  very  numerous }  becaufe  whenem 
uoitariam 
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unitarians  have  not  been  very  numerous,  and  made 
1  refpeclable  figure  ainoDg  chrilitians,  they  have 
jf  always  been  conHdered  with  great  abhorrence,  and 
lave  been  cut  off  from  conrniupion  with  thofe  of 
ik  orthodox  perruauon. 

With  what  rancour  does  Eufeblus  treat  this  dafs 
J  oi  chridians,  both  in  his  hiitory,  and  in  his  treatife 
igatnfl  Mercellusof  Ancyra;  when  we  know,  fi-om 
AthanaOus  and  ocher  authorities,  that  they  were,  at 
dut  time  very  numerous  (though  among  the  lower 
ckfles  of  people}  and  probably  in  all  parts  of  the 
cfariftian  world. 

When  thefe  things  are  duly  confidered,  it  can 
lurdly  be  imagined  but  that,  let  this  paflage  in 
Juftin  be  conilrued  in  any  manner  that  the  words 
pu  poflibiy  bear,  it  will  be  fufficiently  to  my  pur- 
pofey  and  authorize  all  the  ufe  that  I  have  made  of 
it.  But  I  can  very  well  fpare  the  paflage  altoge- 
ther) thinking  that  I  have  evidence  enough  of  my 
general  pofition  without  it.  After  all  the  attention 
vhich  I  have  given  to  this  fubje£t,  I  fee  no  material 
ot^cdlion  to  the  manner  in  which  I  have  exprelTed 
mylelf  concerning  it  in  my  Hillory.  If,  however, 
diere  ihould  be  a  demand  for  a  new  edition  of  that 
work,  I  Ihall  endeavour  to  make  it  as  little  ex- 
cepdoaable  as  pofCble,  conGllent  with  my  own  real 
opimon. 
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Terjonality  of  the  I^gpf; 

1  have  givCiv  a  good  deal  of  attentioh  to  tfil 
fubjcdt,  and  from  a  careful  perufal  of  a  confider- 
able  part  of  Juftin  Martyrls  writings,  I  think  il 
very  probable  that  he  was  citiier  the  firft,  or  one  of ' 
the  firft,  who  advanced  the  dodlrine  of  the  perm-' 
ncnt  perfonality  of  the  Logos.  I  think  he  writes  a 
if  this  was  the'  cafe ;  but  I  wifti  that  fome  otiia 
perfon  would  give  his  works  a  more  careful  pcrufil 
with  that  particular  view.  He  was  probably  die 
oMeft  of  the  authorities  quoted  by  the  anonymow 
•writer  referred  to  by  Eufcbius,  as  the  Clcmcm 
mentioned  along  with  him,  was  probably  not  Cle- 
mens Romanus,  but  Clemens  Alcxandrinus,  who 
was  later  than  Juftin  Martyr.  Had  there  been  any 
pretence  for  quoting  Hegefippus  as  a  maintaincr  of  ; 
the  divinity  of  Chrift,  he  would  certainly  havcbefli 
mentioned  in  preference  to  Juftin  Martyr,  or  any 
others  in  the  lift  j  not  only  becaufe  he  was  an  carEer 
writer,  but  chiefly  becaufe  he  was  one  of  the  Jcwft 
,  chriftians,  who  are  well  known  not  to  have  &- 
vxnired  that  opinion.  ■   , 

As  to  the  lymns  ufed  by  chriftians,  anSlUa'n 
have  hcsnfrom  the  begitming  («T«fxw)  by'roMB^wo 
wjere  friends  to  the  fuppofed  doftrine  of  tfifflttfiio 
inference  can  fafely  be  dra^n  from  them  i  beanfe 
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&n«9  may  be  afcribed  to  peribns  in  very  difierent 
EmTcs,  and  Come  of  ihctr\  very  innocent  ones ;  and 
ss  to  their  ainiquity,  it  is  very  poflible^  for  any  tiling 

llttt  appears  to  the  ICOTtrary,  that  they  might  have 
bten  thofc  very  hyrrtis  Which  were  rgefted  by  Paulus 
oa  accOfUt  of  their  tuvelty. 

-Ma)dms  tf  b^orical  CrUieip. 

igh  the  maxims  of  hiftorical  critlcUm  are 

t  that  are  veil  undciilood  by  all  perfons  who 

Ixiend  to  them,  ami  indeed  as  they  are  the  uldnnate 

I  princ^)les  of  all  rearming  on  thefe  fut^e£ts,  ic  would 

I  otherwife  be  in  vain  to  appeal  to  them  at  all)  it  may 

I  not  be  unufcful  to  mumerate  them,  and  to  illulb-axe 

I  fijch  of  them  as  may  feem  to  require  it.    Things 

JLrf  a  fimilar  nature  have  been  done  by  all  mathe- 

Cmaticians  and  critics.    By  the  firmer  thefe  ultimate 

YnqpoOtions  are  called  axioms,  and  by  the  latter 

^(HjOTj  ofcriiicifm;  and  as  I  wifli  to  reduce  the  fpe- 

'  s  of  criticifm  with  which  I  and  my  opponents 

'm«  now  converfanr,  to  the  greateft  certwnty,  I  have 

I  .fidlowcd  their  example.    I  have,  however,  made 

00  general  fyftem,  but  have  only  noted  fuch  parti- 

culan  as  I  myfelf  have  had  occ^on  fori  and  even 

diis  I  am  far  from  pretending  to  have  executed  with 

,_pttfcft  accuracy  i  but  I  give  it  as  zfietcb,  to  be 

^owiuied  at  lelfure,  and  to  be  reftified  where  it 

'^^jypear  to  be  requifitCt 

';      :  ■K4  "Thefe 
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Thefe  maxims  are  adapted  to  the  follow 
Jummarj  view  of  thofe  arguments,  which  I  app 
hend  eftablifti  my  principal  poOtion,  viz.  that 
chiiftiah  church  was  originally  unitarians  and  thlie 
foit  IKavfe  ahnex^  to  eafch  of  tJiem  the  nutn 
of  that  article  iii  the  Jiimmary  view  to  whidi  t3 
correfpond,  that  they  may  be  compared  togetl 
I  wilh  that  Dr.  Horfley,  and  other  trinitarij 
would  in  like  manner  reduce  into  axioms  the  pi 
ciples  on  which  they  proceed,  that  they  may 
compared  with  mine  $  and  perhaps  we  may  by  i 
means  be  aflifted  in  coming  to  a  proper  iflue  in  i 
controverfy.  If  my  opponents  will  ad  vife  any  ot 
method  that  Ihdl  appear  to  be  better  adapter 
gain  the  fame  defirable  end,  I  ihall  heartily  con 
in  it>  and  conform  to  it^ 

I. 

When  two  perfons  give  different  accounts 
things,  that  evidence  is  to  be  preferred,  whicl 
either  in  itfelf  more  probable,  or  more  agreca 
to  other  credible  teftimony. 

2. 

Neither  is  entire  credit  to  be  given  to  any  fci 
men  with  iiefpeft  to  what  is  reputable  to  them,  ; 
to  their  enemies  with  refpeft  to  what  is  dii 
putabies  but  the  account  given  by  the  one  may 
balanced  by  that  of  the  other.  Summary  Vi 
Not  la 

3.  Accou 
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I  jglE  .I'ttidi  \o  v^v  r<«niw\ 

Accounts  of  any  fctof  men  given  by  their  enc- 
only  are  always  fufpicious.   But  tht-  confeflions 

lemics,  and  circumftances  favourable  to  any 
of  men,  collefted  from  die  writings  of  their 

iarics,  are  deferving  of  particular  regard. 

4- 
:  is  more  natural  for  men  who  wlflj  to  Ipeak 
ragingly  of  any  fe£t  to  undervalue  their  num- 
as  well  as  every  thing  elfc  relating  to  them  ; 
:  is  equally  natural  for  thofc  who  wifli  to  fpeak 
Sfiilly  of  any  party,  to  reprcfcnt  the  members 
as  more  numerous  than  they  are.  Summary 
,  No.  13. 

5. 

rhen  Perfons  form  thcmfclvcs  into  focieties, 
to  be  diftinguilhable  from  others,  they  never 
t  get  fome  particular  name,  cither  aflumed  by 
Tcives,  or  impofed  by  others.  This  is  neceffary 
Icr  to  make  them  the  fubje£t  of  converlation, 
peripbrafes  in  difcourle  being  very  inconve- 
Summary  View,  No.  8. 

6. 
Then  particular  opimons  are  aicribed  to  a  pV'^> 

r  clafs  of  men,  without  any  diftinftion  of  the  ' 
when  thofc  opinions  were  adopted  by  them,  it 
)c  prcfumed,  that  they  were  fuppofed  to  hold 
thole 
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thofe  opinions vfrbm  the  time  that  they  receif 
their  denomination.    Summary  View^  No.  4. 

ii:  u  nviif n^i  fMMicuIflr  defcrijptiba  is  g^ven  eCa  idi 
''^  ptfrfoti^  witbkf  "any  vperi^  adyapoii 

i/AO}  tan  be  pi'Oired  to  hxftrthe  pfx>per  ohipaAofal 
oife  .of  diat  dafs;  may  be  <ieeiiied  ta  hare  bdoogj 
to  it^  and  to  have  et^yi^d  all  the  privilegca>o&i 
whatever  they  were.    Summary  View,  No.  3. 

8.  .. 

When  an  hiftorian,  or  writer  of  any  kind^  fw 
fefledly  enumerates  die  (cvenl/p^s  belongiqg 
any  genus,  or  general  body  of  men^  and  omits  ii 
particular  fpecies>  or  denomination^  which,  if  it  h 
belonged  to  the  genus,  he,  from  his  lituadon  ai 
circumftances,  was  not  likely  to  have  overloolce 
kmay  be  prefumed  that  he  did  not  confidq*  t|^ 
particular  fpedes  as  belonging  to  the  genu s« .  !3Mfi 
mary  View,  No.  7. 


Great  changes  in  opinion  are  not  ufl]aUy..m* 
of  a  fudden,  and  never  by  great  bodies  of  lifiC 
That  hiftory,  therefore,  which  reprefeots  ■  ft! 
changes  as  having  been  made  gradually,,  aMdJil 
eafy  fteps,  is  always  the  more  probable  on  <haC  O 
count;   Summary  Viewi  No.  16.  ^  m  1^ 


•  * 
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munon  or  unlearned  people^  in  any  coun- 

0  not  (jpeculate  much^  retain  longeft  any 
ridiiwhkltigjbdr  minds  have  been  much 

1  and  therefore  we  always  look  for  the 
icptmoDSt  inmf  -country^  or  any  clafs  of  meUf 

e  commoa  people,  and  not  aoiong  the 
Sununary  Viewi  No*  13^  14* 

t    ■;    ■ 

II. 

If  any  new  opinions  be  introduced  into  a  fo* 
tittf,Miey  are  moft  likely  to  have  introduced  them, 
^hohdd  opinions  fimikr  to  them  before  they  joined 
"ittlbciety.    Summary  View,  No.  15. 

12. 

If  any  particular  opinion  has  never  failed  to  ex- 
^  great  indignation  in  all  ages  and  nations,  where 
)  contrary  opinion  has  been  generally  received,  and 
rtat  particular  opinion  can  be  proved  to  have  ex- 
['  ^  in  any  age  or  country  when  it  did  not  excite 
indignation,  it  may  be  concluded  that  it  had  many 
"lutizans  in  diac  age  or  pountry.    For  the  opinion 
kug  the  iame,  it  could  not  of  itfelf  be  more  re- 
|oftable}  and  human  nature  being  the  fame,  it 
\ttmld  not  but' have  been  regarded  in  the  fame  light, 
fe  long  as  the  fame  ftrefs  was  laid  on  the  oppofite 
mimon.    Summary  View^  No.  i>  ii>  12. 

13.  When 
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When  tli^.time  U  ^ven,  in  which  any 
Qurluble  and  iftterefting  canton  wai  not  belicM^ 
by  a  certain  dafs  of  people,  and  another  dme  iB 
nhich  the  belief  of  it  was  general,  the  innrodudiod 
of  fuch  an  opinloD  may  always  be  known  by  thecf< 
fed:s  which  it  will  produce  upon  the  minds,  ud  is 
the  conduct  of  men  (  by  the  alarm  which  it  will  give 
to  fomc,  and  the  defence  of  it  by  others.  If,  there* 
fore>  no  alarm  was  given,  and  no  defence  of  it «( 
made  within  any  particular  period,  it  may  be  cos* 
eluded  that  the  introdudion  of  it  did  oot  take  pboe 
within  that  period.   Summary  View,  No.  a,  3. 6. 


When  any  particular  opinion  or  praftice,  isnfri' 
ceflarily  or  cullomarily  accompanied  by  any  othir 
opinion  or  praSice ;  if  the  latter  be  not  found  within 
■ny  particular  period,  it  may  be  {^^fumed  that  tlie  | 
former  did  not  exift:  within  that  period.    Sufmtf  ~~ 
View,  No.  5.  ;.:iio-.I 

IX. 

ASimmarj  Vteto  0/  the  Evideiue  fir  Ae  , 
CbH/Hau  having  held  the  DoBrint  tfjii^ 
Hmtadty  cf  CSiryt, 

I.  Ic  IB  acknowledged  by  rariy  wi^dri  6f^ 
orthodox  petfuafion,  that  two  kinds  ofhetefyiii 
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c  timn  of  the  apoftles,  -viz.  that  of  diole  who 

1  dut  Chrift  was  fimpljr  a  mm;  and  diat  of  the 

,  of  whom  fbnife  beliered  that  Chrift  was 

f^-H^pmii^Hc^'tm  odi^n  ^iat'it  wps  onlT 

Ki-ibdotkotftlte«»^'(H'pi^::«aEiftcitt  fptiih  ^0 

'  )0Sn(1ieM«eniHddwelcinIiiin)%atfuf-- 

~  b  diMs,'' <NiMr  t{ft  apoftfe  John  anlnud- 

i  <lk<':gi^«tl:lt'fe^Hiritf  upoti  the  latter,  but 

I  Mfl'WtnoAil  «if'the  fofmer;  and  Can  it  be 

e  dHt  he^iratitl  pafi  it  widiout  cen- 

fchad'thoa^Htobeanerrori  confidering 

fj  Mnd  how  du^erbus  an  error  it  has  alw^ 

I  rikn^t  by  thofe  who  have  cdnfidered  it  as 

lerrcvat all i    Maxfti  i#, 

•  «.  The  great  objeftiDn  that  Jews  have  always 
'made  to  chriltianity  in  its  prefent  ftate  is,  that  it  en- 
mu^e  vorihipof  more  gods  than  one;  aodit  Is  a 
^feat  article  widithe  cbiiltian  writers  of  the  lecond 
^.JbUoinog  centuries  to  anfwer  this  objedion. 
~  k  does  not  appear  in  aU  die  book  of  Ads,  in 
trlw^  we  hear  much  of  the  cavib  of  the  Jews,  bodi 
mjerufalcm  and  in  many  parts  of  the  Roman  cm- 
jve,  that  they  made  any  fuch  objection  to  chrilitia- 
nity/faiT;  nor  do  the  apexes,  either  there,  or  in 
^jrireinftles^  advance  any  thing  with  a  view  to  fuch 
u'o^e£fion.  It  may  be  [M^umed,  therefore,  diat 
mffith  oSeace  to  the  Jews  had  dieo  been  g^vtn, 
l)y  the  preaching  of  a  doArine  fo  ofienlive  to  rhem 
tt,that  <^  the  divini^  of  Chrift  oimA  have  been. 

':  3-  As 


14*  .t.KTTeiis  <ro 

>;  As  Qo  Jew  had  on^ally  anf  idoaof 
Illeinab  being  more  than  a  man,  and  as  the  apoAl 
and  the  firfl  chriilUn&  had  cercunly  the  lame 
|if$  CQocertung  Jelu3,<j  ic  fttajr  be  Jiippofed  thai 
^CFJ;he)r'had^>eoi  jnibini^;that  Jeius  -was  ih 
man,  but  either  God  himfelf,  or  the  maker  of  ill! 
world  under  God,  we  fliould  have  been  able  to  trace 
ibctime  and  the  rtr<iwi^«wwio!which  fo  great  a  dif- 
covery  was  made  to  them ;  and  that  we  ihould  havt 
perceived  the  eife£t  which  it  had  upon  their  mindii 
at  leaft  by  fome  change  in  their  manner  of  /peaking 
concerning  him.  But  nothing  of  this  kind  is  to  bl 
.  found  in  the  gofpels,  in  the  book  of  AQ:s,  oriaasf 
of  thcepiftles.  Wc  ijcrceive  marks  eoow  of  odw 
new  views  of  things,  efpecially  of  the  call  of  tfe 
Gentiles  to  partake  of  the  privileges  of  the 
and  wehear  mudiof  thedifputesand  the  eager  cco- 
tention  which  it  occafioned.  But  how  much  more 
muft  all  their  prejudices  have  been  fhocked  by  tk 
information  that  a  perfon  whom  they  firft  took  w  be 
a  mere  man,  was  not  a  man,  but  either  God  himfclf,  ar 
die  maker  of  the  world  under  God  f    Maxim  13. 

4.  All  the  Jcwifli  chrillians,  after  the  deflnic- 
tion  of  Jerufalem,  which  was  immediately  after  dn 
age  of  tbe  apofUes,  are  fald  to  have  been  Ebisnkti;  1 
and  thefe  were  only  of  two  forts,  fome  of  them  hold- 
ing the  miraculous  conception  of  cur  Saviour,  anJ  ' 
'  others  believing  that  he  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph  as  weil 
as  of  Mary.  None  of  them  are  faid  to  have  b^ 
licved  either  that  be  was  God^  or  the  maker  of  the 
woilil , 
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Mid'onder  God.  ■  A«d  is  it  at  aH  credible  that  the 
ilflirilk  fe^iOi  dirfftiBns,  if  tlie^  bad  ever  beeft 
Hbbatd-bythe  «{>eftks  in  die  doarine  of  die  divi^ 
Ifi^ir  ^viMp^ibeiiCie  «r  Chrift,  would  (6  (boa,  and 

If  hot=  fihiVeifillf ,  have  abandoned  that 
lm-6."\ '"'■■'•  '    •    • 

^.itna^CliriA^'  been  confidered  as  God»  or  die 
yr ;die  Irdtid  uikler  God,  in  the  eaiiy  ages  of 
ih^' '  lie  #OQld  nanihdly  have  been  the  pro* 
'dpniftr  to  Chriftians ;  mj,  more  fo  than 
VfUhet^  widi  whorn^  on  the  fchetne  of  the 
^  ftte  trinit7>  they  muft  hare  known  that 
>}kA  k&  immediate  intercourfe.  But  prajrers  to 
fSakCltiiSt  were  not  ufed  in  eariy  dmes,  but  gained 
MM  gMuBllj,  with  the  0|Hnion  of  Chrift  being 
irtyittd'th^oli^of  worihip.    Maxim  14. 

f'-  6.  Athanafius  reprefents  the  apofUes  as  obliged 
ilMcgreat  caution  not  to  offend  dieir  firft  converts 
9A  die  dodrine  of  Chrift's  divinity^  and  as  for- 
MHiring  to  ufge  that  topic  till  they  were  firfl  well 
labliihed  in  a  belief  of  his  being  the  Mefliah.  He 
Aby  that  the  Jews  being  in  an  error  on  this  fub- 
Ift,  drew  the  Gentiles  into  it.  Chryfoftom  agrees 
Ah  Athanafius  in  this  reprefentation  of  the  filencc 
fSie  apoftles  in  their  firft  preaching,  both  widi  re- 
A&  to  the  divinity  of  Chiift,  and  his  miraculous 
3Sc£jpdon:  They  bodi  reprefent  them  as  leaving 
tfcir  difciples  to  learn  the  do6hine  of  Chrift's  divi- 
i^^  by  way  of  inference  from  certain  cxprelfions; 
^  which 


merating  the  herefies  of  his  time,  liientiS 
of  the  Gnoftic  kind,  but  not  that  of  Chri 
mere  man.  He  moreover  fays,  that  in 
to  Rome,  where  he  arrived  in  the  time  of 
be&uiid  all  the  churches,  that  hevifiin 
fiuth  which  had  been  taught  by  Cbrifl 
apoftks,  which  in  his  ojunioo,  was  pcobflt 
Chrift  bring  not  God,  but  man  oidfi 
Martyr  alfo,  and  Clemens  Alexandrious,  i 
after  Hegelippus,  treat  largely  of  heiefies  i 
without  nMntioningi  or  aUuding  to,  the  i 
Ma»m  8. 

8.  AU  dioie  who  were  deemed  hereti< 
timeS)  were  cut  off  from  the  communioi 
who  called  thcmfelves  the  artbedox  chrill 
went  by  Ibme  particular  name ;  general] 
their  leader.  But  the  unitarians  among  tl; 
were  not  expelled  from  the  aflemblies  of 
'  but  worflupped  along  with  thofe  who  w 
orthodox,  and  had  no  particular  name  til 
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ilerem  dp*  Mfy  on  tccount  of  their  rigid  ad- 
elciice  to  die  law  of  Moles.    Maxim  5. 

L  ^  The  ^JiUi  trttd  is  that  whidi  was  caught  to 
Ft^techuTUcns  before  baptifm,  and  additioos  were 
ide  to  it  from  dme  to  time,  in  order  to  exchide 
p^  who  were  denominated  bereiia.  Now,  though 
be  are  fcvcral  amcles  in  that  creed  which  allude 
f^K  Goof^ics,  and  tacitly  condemn  them,  there 
i  Dot,  in  the  time  of  Teitollian,  any  article  in  it 
k  alluded  to  the  unitarians ;  fo  that  even  then  any 
jbhanj  ac  leaft  one  believing  the  miraculous  con~ 
fiaoD,  might  have  fubfcribed  it.  It  may,  there- 
Ba  be  concluded,  that  fimple  unicariviifm  was  not 
Bned  heretical  at  the  end  of  the  fecond  century. 

10.  It  is  acknowledged  by  Eufcbius  and  others. 
It  the  ancient  unitarians  themfelves,  conltantly 
loKd  that  their  doftrine  was  the  prevailing  opi- 
on  of  the  chriftian  church  till  the  time  of  Viftor, 
aim  3. 

11.  Juftin  Martyr,  who  maintdns  the  pre-exift- 
it  of  Chrift,  is  fo  far  from  calling  the  contrary 
fakm  a  herejy,  that  what  he  fays  on  the  fubjeA  is 
idently  ao  apology  for  his  own:  and  when  he 
idcs  of  bereiicj  is  gtntr^j  which  he  does  with 
9tt  indgnadon,  as  no  diriftians,  and  hatang  no 
nUnumcation  with  chriftians,  he  mentions  the 
aoUaonly.    Maxim  12. 

L  12.  Irenxui*. 


13-  Tertullian  reprefcnts  the  majoi 
common  or  unlearned  chriflians,  the  JdU 
tarians ;  and  it  is  among  the  common  peo 
always  6iid  the  oldeft  opinions  in  anjr  a 
in  any  feft*  while  the  learned  are  im^  a{ 
vatc.  It  may  therefore  be  prefunned  ti 
tinitarian  doftrine  was  held  by  the  comi] 
in  the  time  of  TemiUian,  it  had  been  nu 
ftill  before  that  time,  and  probably  univ 
apoftolical  age.  Athanalius  alfo  njendons 
je£t  of  complaint  to  the  orthod(ut.of  his  a 
ffM}),  and  efpecially,  perfons  of  hto  wid 
were  inclined  to  the  unitarian  do£bine.  M 

14.  The  firft  who  held  and  difcuflc 
trine  of  the  divinity  of-  Chrift,  acknowl 
their  opinions  were  exceedingly  unpopular 
unlearned  chriflians ;  that  tbcfe  dreaded  t 
of  the  trinity,  thinking  that  it  infringed  up 
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and  dpeoally  thqfe  wlio  were  admtrenrdf  the 
e  of  Fht6^  who  Ikfid  the  opinion  of  zJeeMi 
At^  .^^  i^^  ^^  confideied  Chrift  as  to 
hfici  a  rtioft'ittceilent  hian,  and  had  no  fuf{»- 
*Ae  woid  6f  God  being  incarnate  in  himi  or 
1^  dithoiic  ft!th  difiered  from  die  error  of 
inus"  (the  laft  of  the  proper  unitarians  whofe 
s  come  down  tons)  till  he  read  the  book  of 
iiA  that  he  was  afterwards  confirmed'  in  jjie 
ic  dodrine  by  reading  die  fcriptures.  Con^ 
II  In  his  oration  to  the  Others  of  the  council 
4  Ipeaks  with  commendation  of  Plato^  as  hav- 
dfeo:  the  do£bine  of  <*  a  fecond  God^  derived 
|e  fupreme  God,  and  fubfervient  to  lus  wilL*' 
tit. 

?•  There  is  a  pretty  eafy  gradati<Hi  in  the  pro- 
f  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  erf*  Chrift  i  as  he 
%  thought  to  be  a  God  in  fome  qualified  fenfe 
ivord,  a  diftinguifhed  emanation  from  the  fu- 
mind ;  and  then  the  Logos,  or  the  wifdom 
I'perfbnified;  and  this  logos  was  firft  thought 
toly  occafionally  detached  from  the  Deity,  and 
^wn  into  his  eflcnce  again,  before  it  was  ima- 
di^t  it  had  a  permanent  perfonalUyy  diftintt 
kat  of  the  fource  from  which  it  iprui^.  And 
not  till  400  years  after  that  time  that  this 
w  Chrift,  was  thought  to  be  properly  equal 
Father.  Whereas,  on  the  odier  hand,  it  is 
ecended  that  the  apoftles  taught  the  dodtrine 
livinity  of  Chrift,  yet  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
very  times  of  the  apoftjes,  the  Jcwifh  church, 

L  2  and 
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and  many  of  the  Gentiles  alfo,  held  the  Ofuou 
his  being  a  mere  man.  Here  the  tranlition  is  i 
ludden^  without  any  gradation  at  all.  This  : 
naturally  have  given  the  greateft  alarm,  fuch 
now  given  to  thofe  who  are  called  orthodox,  bj 
prefent  Socinians ;  and  yet  nothing  of  this  kind 
be  perceived.  Befides,  it  is  certainly  mod  pro! 
that  the  chriftians  of  thofe  tinrtes,  urged  as  they ' 
with  the  meannefs  of  their  mafter,  fhould  incHi 
add  tOy  rather  than  take  fromy  his  natural  rank 
dignity.     Maxim  9. 

X. 

Remarks  on  the  Jrticle  of  the  Monthly  Revievi 
September,  1783,  in  Jnjwer  to  my  Reply  to 
former  yinimadverjions  in  that  work. 

A  writer  in  the  Monthly  Review  having  mai 
elaborate  anfwer  to  my  Reply  to  his  former  anii 
verfions  on  my  hiftory,  it  will  be  expefted  tl 
take  fome  notice  of  it.  On  its  own  account  I 
tainly  fhould  not  have  thought  it  neceflary,  any 
than  I  (hould  with  refpedl  to  his  former  rcir 
But  being  written  in  a  Ipecious  and  impofing 
ner,  as  the  former  were  j  and  efpecially  havir 
advantage  of  going  without  expence  into  the 
of  almolt  all  readers,  I  Ihall  notice  an  article  c 
in  it,  in  which  he  himfelf  evidently  thinks  tl 
has  the  moft  advantage,  and  only  give  my  0| 
in  general  with  refpeft  to  the  reft. 

As  to  the  temper  with  which  this  controvei 
been  conUudted^  I  appeal  to  our  readers^  wl 
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;  iiipfy  was  not  can^d  and  ttmptrate^  beyond 
£  his  firft  remarks  were  entidcd  to ;  and  whether 
banTwer  be  not  extremely  untM^d  and  hiftiMt, 
}  not  pretend  to  be  a  judge  in  my  own  onife. 
u^OW>  however,  thati  whereas  he  fuppoles  I  ufed 
fcittrm  criticijer  by  wiy  of  contempt,  I  only  uftd 
ES»r  the  lake  of  variety,  inftead  of  critic^  revitwer^ 
i  ineaiiiiig  fimply  ens  that  eritieifes. 

After  quoting  a  paflage  from  Juftin  Martyr,  I 
This  language  has  all  the  appearance  of 
ui  apology  for  an  opinion  contrary  to  the  general 
"and  prevailing  one  j  as  that  of  the  humanity  of 
"  Chrift  (at  Icaft  with  the  belief  of  the  miraculous 
"  conception)  probably  was  in  his  time/*  This  the 
Reviewer  called  a  very  great  uicmfijlency.  "  The 
"  Doftor,"  he  fays,  "  has  no  right  to  infcrt  his  at 
'■fa/?  wilb  the  belief  of  a  miraculeus  conception.  The 
^infrrtion*is  entirely  arbitrary;  and  thofe  who 
•know  lefs  of  the  author's  charafter  than  we  do, 
*ind  may  not  have  the  fame  well-grounded  affur- 
*'uce  frf*  his  int^rity,  may  poQibly  be  led  to  ima- 
"^ne,  diat  he  introduced  thofe  words  only  to  g^ve 
*'fbme  colourable  pretext  co  his  own  principles." 

This  I  fcrupled  noc  to  call  a  grottndUfs  axdper- 
JJn^ft  mjreprejtniation  of  my  meaning  %  that  part  of 
''Ae  fenteoce  in  which  mention  is  made  of  the  mira' 
**vlnir  cemifiiM  being  expreflive  of  an  opinion  of  my 
Own,  for  which  I  make  myfelf  only  anfwerable. 
The  fentence  is  therefore  perfectly  unexceptionable, 
.  ■nd  very  far  from  giving  juft  caufe  for  fuch  an       A 
duimng  adamation  ai  the  Reviewer  makes  ufe  of.      W 
L3  This,    f 
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This,  however,  he  has  the  alfurance  to  defend  i 
and,  confldent  of  his  advantage  in  the  argument,  hf 
even  quotes  the  whole  feftion  in  my  Reply  relaQii| 
to  this  fubjcft  J  and  then  fays,  p.  344,  "  We  cait- 
"  folly  revifcd  what  we  had  written,  and  as  carefiill) 
"  compared  It  with  the  paflage  in  Dr.  Pricffley'i 
**  Hiftory  which  occafioned  the  rcflcftion  we  make 
"  The  revifal,  inftead  of  convincing  us  that  we  had 
"  mifconceivtd  or  mifreprefented  Dr.  Prieftley*! 
**  meaning,  fiilly  convinced  us  that  we  had  doiM 
*'  neither ;  and  we  now  a  fecond  dmc  repeat  whal 
"  Dr.  Prieftley  has  been  plcafed  to  call  an  almod 
'*  unparalleled  inftance  of  groundlefs  and  perrerij 
"  mifreprefentation."  He  refts  his  vindication  on 
that  part  of  the  fentence,  in  which  mention  is  madf 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  being  an  m/iretKi 
from  the  paflage  in  Juftin,  "  Asjucb"  he  now  fays, 
p.  244,  "  we  found  fault  with  it." 

Now  I  aflert,  as  I  did  in  my  Rephj,  diat  this 
claufe  is  no  inference  at  all,  but  an  independent  ob- 
fervation  of  my  own,  in  fupport  of  my  inference,  or 
rather  of  part  of  it  only ;  and  if  it  be  otherwife,  I 
profefs  that  I  haf  e  no  knowledge  of  language,  and 
that  I  am  not  able  to  exprefs  my  own  meaning.  If 
I  underftand  myfelf,  the  whole  fentence  may  be  pa- 
raphrafed  as  follows.  "What  Juftin  here  advances 
<'  appears  to  me  to  have  the  air  of  an  apology  for 
"  an  opinion  of  his  own,  different  from  that  of  the 
"  majority  of  chriftians  in  his  time.  The  opinicm 
"  which  he  mentions  as  not  his  own  is,  that  Chrffl 
«  was  a  mere  nian,  and  even  the  fon  of  Jofeph  ai 
•'  well  as  of  Mary.    Now  I  will  not  venture  «>  fay 


^Qf^l    '-^B^^^B^pi^H^HfJI^^^BrC! ^~ 
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>!  jdbai:«|hii  i^ukmi  wju  more  prevalent  than  that 
^iof^^lJ^}.,but  if  we  add  to  thofe  who  held  this 
jb^gipgWV  ibofe  who  believing  Chrift  to  be  a  mere 
^ggf^if^  that  he  had  no  human  fitther^  I  tUnk 
ill^'iynM^^^  thofe  two  clafles  of  chriftians 
^fllbntt^S^d^^  weip  more  numerous  than  diofe 
^^f^^^wi^  Martyr,  held  the  dodrine  of 

cWUhi  Lwill  venture  to  fay,  no  perfon  can  doubt 

ipjl  ocieaning ;  and  though  it  is  concifely, 

i09fi»  K  think9  obfcurely  exprefled.    With  a 

ifrhocan  mifunderftand  fo plain  a  fentence, 

<^iio  more  than  two  members^  and  per- 

his  miiconftruftionj  after  its  being  particulary 

fipttd  out  to  him^  and  his  pro£b0ing  to  }>ave 

gPHOian due  attention  to  iti  and  alio  with  o;ie  who 

on  think  it  natural  (as  he  does,  p.  228)  chat  Ter«- 

tulBan,  or  tny  man,  would  reprefent  his  opponents 

,91  more  numerous  than  they  really  were,  in  order  to 

opreis  his  cantempt  of  them  >  it  is  abiblutely  impof' 

iUe  for  me  to  hold  any  argument*   We  want  com- 

OMm  language  and  common  principles.    It  is,  as 

the  Reviewer  fays,  to  bring  the  queftion  to  an  i0ue 

^  m€.    We  have  nothing  more  (o  fay,  and  our 

jodgqs  nouft  decide  between  us. 


\ 


I- 


I  vHc  cannot  exprefs  his  confidence  more  ftrongly 
^ut  he  has  done ;  and  to  what  I  have  already  faid, 
I  will  now  add,  that  I  not  only  think  he  has  mifre- 
prelisnted  my  meaning ;  but  that,  confidering  all  the 
d{Cttmftanccs»  and  eijpecially  his  perfifting  in  it,  as 

L  4  he  .^ 

w 
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he  now  does^  it  will  not  be  eafy  to  produce  toyj 
mirreprefentation  of  a  writer*s  meaning  fo 
lefs  and  fo  pcrverfe  as  this,  in  any  conprovcrfial 
writing.  And  yct^  though  this  cafe  is  fo  clcar^  that 
I  might  fafely  appeal  to  any  perfon  who  underfi^ndf 
Englifh,  it  is  very  pofTible  that^  in(lead  ofzayiffiilg 
of  the  rody  which  he  proniifed,  pr  any  other  anfwfVj  ** 
he  wiU  quote  all  that  I  have  now  written^  jand  rq>eaft'^^ 
his  accufation  a  third  time.  •< 

I  fhall  now  confider  another  article  on  whidi  '* 
the  Reviewer  lays  great  itrefs,  and  which  is  the  fifft  ^ 
part  of  his  anfwer  to  my  Reply.     It  is  what  he  (^dlk.^ 
\i\s  flrong  reafon  for  fome  material,  but  unknow^' 
difference  between  the  Ebionices  and  the  Nazarcnesr 
and  it  feems  that  we  both  of  us  have  the  iaaie> 
authority  for  our  very  different  opinions  on  thi$ 
fubjeft.  "It  is  fomething  fingular,"  he  fays,  p.  216, 
"  that  the  paflage  to  which  the  Doftor  has  fent  us, 
"  by  a  marginal  reference  (for  he  has  not  quoted 
*'  one  word  from  it)  fhould  turn  out  to  be  the  very 
"  paffage  that  we  intended  to  produce,  if  we  (houkl 
"  be  called  upon  for  that  Jlrong  reafon  by  which  we 
"  were  inclined  to  think  that  the  members  of  both 
*'  fcfts  differed  confidcrably   in  articles  of  ^th^ 
"  notwithftanding  there  was  fucli  a  point  of  agrte- 
"  mcnt  between  them  in  the  outward  fervices  of 
"  religion  as  might  in  the  end  lead  to  a  nearer 
"  intercourfc,"  &c. 

I  Ihall  now  produce  the  paffage,  beginning  a 
little  earlier  than  the  Reviewer  has  done,  and  then 

give 
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u^F  ttanfladon  of  it,  which  any  perfon  who  un- 
^iLadii  maf  compare  with  his.  ^^  Si  hoc 
tpctam  eft ;  in  Cherinti  &  Hebionis  haerefim  di- 
kblnittr^  qui  credences  in  Chrifto^  propter  hoc 
IfatoflAi  *  patribus  anathematizati  funt^  quod  legis 
Wttknomas  Chrifti  Evangelio  mifcuerunt,  &  fie 
nn  eonfefli  funt^  ut  Vetera  non  amitterent.  Quid 
dicMi  de  Hebionitis  qui  Chriftianos  efle  fe  fimu- 
knt  ?  Uique  hodie  per  totas  orientis  fynagogas 
inter  Judeos  haerefis  eft,  quae  dicitur  mineorunij 
9t  ft  Pharifieis  nunc  ufque  damnatur,  quos  vulgo 
RvtaKCOs  nuncupanCy  qui  credunt  in  Chriftum^ 
Deiy  natum  de  virglne  Maria^  &  eum  di-* 
efle^  qui  fub  Pondo  Pilato  pafiiis  eft,  &  re- 
tahak,  in  quern  &  nos  credimus :  fed  dum  vo^ 
te  &  Judaei  efle,  &  Chriftiani,  nee  Judaei  funt 
t^flteChriftiani."    This  I  tranflate  as  follows: 


"If  this 'be  true,  we  fall  into  the  herefy  of 

**  Cherintus  and  Ebion,  who,  believing  in  Chrift, 

vere  anathematized  by  the  fathers  on  this  account 

"  mfyy  that  they  mixed  the  ceremonies  of  the  law 

^  with  the  gofpel  of  Chrift,  and  held  to  the  new 

^  (difpenfadon)  in  fuch  a  manner,  as  not  to  lofe  the 

*  qU.    What  fliall  I  fay  concerning  the  Ebionites, 

^  who  pretend  that  they  are  chriftians  ?     It  is  to 

"  this  very  day,  in  all  the  fynagogues  of  the  Eaft,  a 

'*  herefy  among  the  Jews,  called  that  of  the  Minei, 

"  now  condemned  by  the  Pharifees,  and  commonly 

•*  called  Nazarenes ;  who  believe  in  Chrift,  the  fon 

f  «  of  God,  born  of  the  virgin  Mary,  and  fay  that 

"  it  was  he  who  fuffered  under  Pontius  Pilate,  and 

**rofc 
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**  role  ag^nj  in  whom  alio  we  believe.  But 
**  thejr  with  to  be  both  Jews  and  chriftiansj 
*•  are  neither  Jews  nor  chriftians." 

This,  the  Reviewer  fays,  after  Bilhop 
is  the  cleared  teftimetty  for  a  difference  betwei 
Ebonites  axd  Nazarexts-,  Teftimaiium  apertij} 
It  is  indeed  apertijjimttmt  a  teftimony  txct* 
ape*  to  refucatioo. 

Can  any  inltance  be  brought  of  a  writer  c 
his  account  of  a  thii^  with  faying,  What  JbaL 
eoncerning  it?*  After  fuch  an  exprelTion  ai 
we  naturally  expcA  that  he  Ihould  proceed 
fbmetfung  concerning  it,  which  this  author 
evidently  doesi  obferving,  that  the  fame  \ 
who  were  called  EMonites  (by  the  Gentiles) 
called  Mind  and  Nazarenes,  by  the  Jews, 
he  meant  to  defcribe  any  other  clafs  of  peop 
would  naturally  have  begun  his  next  fenteno 
Efi  eti  or  Eft  alia  berets  and  not  fimply  here, 
As  to  his  fpeaking  of  hej'cfy  in  the  fccond  fen 
and  not  heretics,  as  in  the  firll,  it  is  a  mof^  t 
inaccuracy  in  language,  the  eaflef);  of  alt  oth 
&11  into,  and  of  no  confequence  to  the  nu 
«t  all.  Befides  Jerom's  account  of  thdk 
denominations  of  men  is  exa<5tly  the  fame 
Ebionites  being  heUeven  in  Cbr^,  but  mixi 


'  The  Reriewtr  tranllaiet  SS'^  iHtoM  de  Uthknltit,  hj  J 

ytoU  I  j^ak  e/tbi  Ebimitt!. For,  &c,     L«  ibe  md 

betinen  iii  j  obferving,  that  thErc  i>  nodung  in  the  original  t 
fpoud  dther  to  hi>  but  or  hii  ftr,  ind  the  more  uTral  i*wiiitin 
i*  vibat,  and  not  vnhj. 
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/  the  go/pfl;  and  the  Nazarenes,  -wifiiing  to  he 
rms  and  ebrHtiens,  which  cci  utnly  comes  to 
y  fame  thing. 

le.Reviewer  lays  great  ftrcfs  on  our  author's 
that  the  Ebionites  fretitaied  to  be  chrillians ; 
the  part  which  is  omitted  by  him,  Jerom 
hem  credentti  in  O/rifit,  ieUevers  in  Cbrift; 
they  believed  in  Chrift  at  all,  they  could  not 
e  much  lefs  than  he  himfelf  leprefents  the 
tnes  to  have  done.  He  may  fey  that  they 
pretended  to  be  chrilHans,  but  were  not 
fe  they  had  been  excommunicated.  But  what 
hey  been  excommunicated  for?  not  for  any 
rimpcrftftion  of  their  faith'inChiift,  in  which 
lere  inferior  to  the  Nazarenes,  but  mlj  (Jolim) 
it  they  mixed  the  ceremonies  of  die  law  with 
jo^l  of  Chrift  i  which,  in  odzr  words,  he 
i  of  the  Nazarenes  alfo,  rtw  he  fays  they 
i„  U  hoth  ?«»'  andOri^m.  And  though 
«  not  fay  that  the  N.l»oa-iio.  „„„„.. 
al,  he  &ys  they  were  mt  dr!«^  ,y_.^  .^  ^ 
dBon  of  the  fame  import 


te'^ni"Nazaren«  N.cre,b,^^>^Eb.>       . 

*,  p.  4.     As  to  the  term  M^  j  J^H- . 

KitTthe  Hebrew  language.     "^  me«.  ^ 


he  agrees  not  with  Epiphanms  only,  bi 
whole  (train  of  antiquity,  as  is  allowed  b) 
and  all  the  ablelt  critics ;  and  to  interprei 
ing  as  Dr.  Bull  and  the  Reviewer  do,  is 
It  variance  with  ill  other  writers. 

The  Reriewer  lays,  in  his  note,  p.  a; 
**  were  the  Cerinthians  omitted?  Jet 
**  dwm  with  the  EtMonites  ia  the  prect 
"  ttnce:  and  if  the  Nazarenes  and  the 
**  were  the  fame  people,  it  may  with  e 
**  nefa  of  evidence  be  inferred  that  the 
*f  {kmt  people  with  the  Cerinthians  likei 

I  anfwcr,  they  were  the  fame  peop] 
Jcmm  then  coididered-  them,  be^ufe 
equally  zealous  for  the  law  of  Moles.  . 

I  auuot  help  thinking  that  by  thi 
Reviewer  is  not  difpofed  co  lay  quite  fo  i 
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^''  Since  I  wrote  the  above^  I  find  that  Suicer,  in 
■w  nefimrus^  under  the  article  Ebicn,  makes  the 
ule  of  diis  paflage  of  Jerom  that  I  have  done, 
llbl  xonfiders  the  Na^arenes  as  a  branch  of  the 
'fenohites ;  and  that  the  Reriewer  hath  been  mifled 
Ms  conftrudHon  of  this  paflage  by  Dr.  Bull^ 
whom  he>  as  well  as  Dr.  HoHley^  entertains  a 
high  opinion.'  On  the  contrary,  I  think  no 
has  been  more  effeduaily  anfwered  than 
has  been. 


What  {he  Reviewer  fays  of  the  quotation  from 

fiusj  and  which  he  calls,  p.  232,  fometbmg 

ferious  indeed^  I  have  fully  confidered  in  my 

Ihtters  to  Dr.  Horfley ;  and  as  to  his  quotation  from 

%tfnabas,  he  will  find  that  article  well  explained 

bjr  Mr.  Lindfey  in  the  Sequel  to  bis  -^ohgy^  p.  429. 

^lus  is  a  work  fix)m  which  this  writer  might  karn 

a  great  deal. 

As  to  every  thing  elfe  in  this  anfwer  of  the 

Reviewer,  I  can  truly  fay  that,  after  perufing  it 

with  care,  I  fee  no  rcafon  to  wifli  that  I  had  faid 

any  thing  otherwife  than  I  have  done  in  my  former 

:^Kcply  to  him,  except  that  I  underftood  him  too 

\fittrilly  in  what  I  obferved  in  my  fifth  fefbion. 

'  As  to  all  the  reft,  I  diink  it  would  be  trifling  with 

'  my  own  time,  and  that  of  my  readers,  to  make  any 

'  remarks  upon  it. 

To  (hew  that  I  do  not  fay  this  merely  to  get 
rid  of  the  bufinefs,  I  declare,  diat  if  any  perfon, 

giving 
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giving  bis  name,  ftiall  requcft  my  attention  tc 
particular  part  ofit,  and  procure  me  a  plai 
the  Monthly  Review,  I  will  fpeak  to  it  as 
and  as  explicitly  as  I  can;  and  I  do  not  ( 
that  I  fliould  require  much  room  to  give  a 
fatis&dbory  aqfwer  to  any  article  in  it.  I  only 
for  a  public  and  impartial  hearing.  In ,  the  i 
of  truth,  I  only  fay,  3b^ «»  r«  *. 
* 

In  the  mean  time,  as  this  writer  has  all 
produced  his  ffeatefi  objellion  againft  me,  p, 
l[iv&  fometbing  very  Jerious  indeed,  p,  232,  anc 
ftrong  reafcn,  p.  2 1 6, 1  hope  he  will  not  Hop  \ 
but  proceed  to  his  ftronger  and  his  Jtrongeft  re 
or  any  other  new  mode  of  alarming  the  public 
of  prejudicing  their  minds  againft  my  work,  thi 
it  fliould  require  two  or  three  more  additional^ 
cf  letter  frefs  for  the  Reviewers  which  Ihall  co 
them.  It  will  anfwer  my  wifhes,  in  drawing  1 
attention  to  the  fubjeft,  and  procure  me  a  b 
hearing  in  the  endy  and  that  is  all  that  I  with  i 
this  argument. 

As  this  writer  afFefts  to  be  reftrained  from 
ing  all  that  he  could  do  by  his  refpeft  for  r 

•For  this,  among  other  purpofcs,  fuch  a  publication 
Geological  Ktpofitwy  would  be  of  excellent  ufe.  It  was  with 
rtluflance  that  I  gave  up  that  favourite  fcheme,  but  at  that  fi 
demand  was  not  fufficient  to  indemnify  the  puftlifher.  In  j 
periodical  publication  as  this,  queftions  might  be  propoiei 
anfwered,  without  putting  the  propofer,  or  the  anfwerer,  to  a 
ptocei  aad  all  ferious  enquirers  after  truth  would  have  an  oppoi 
of  havinc  any  important  fubjefl  fairly  difcoired,  without  ziiy 
improperly  making  himielf  both  judge  and  party. 
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■irifli  he   would   lay  tfide   all  ceremony  of  this 

l^i.and  in  order  to  invite  him  to  perfedl  free- 

^4|pd|i)  I  will  add  that  the  idea  I  firlt  formed  of  his 

IfpMrgf  and  aUIiiy  is  much  leflened  fince  the  perufal 

.ft  his  laft  article^  and  of  his  reply  to  my  learned 

^|i4  judicious  friend ;  and  what  is  of  more  confe- 

UaeDCCj  I  perceive  a  ftill  greater  deficiency  in  that 

trndeur,  and  freedom  from  frqudice^  without  which 

kiming  and  ability  only  ferve  to  miflead  a  man, 

and  enable  him  to  miflead  others. 

■• 

-  I  do  not  complain  of  the  condud  of  the  Re- 
^j  or  the  writers  in  itj  for  their  late  change  of 
Wmerj  and  their  leaning  to  the  fide  of  orthodoxy. 
jjU  men  are  at  liberty  to  change  their  opinions  and 
^  condudtj  as  they  fee  reafon.  They  have 
diQught  proper^  however^  to  make  an  apology  for 
Adr  condu6t  with  refpeft  to  myfelf,  pretending 
4at  they  only  aft  on  the  defenfive  j  when  the  firft 
part  of  die  review  of  my  work  was  written  in  the 
^irit  and  manner  of  the  mofl  profcflTed  polemic, 
>^ithout  the  appearance  of  a  fair  review.  If  it  could 
fee  called  a  review,  nothing  in  any  form  could  be 
niorc  evidently  calculated  to  difcredit  any  work. 

I  will  add,  that  Mr.  Bewly,  a  confiderable  writer 
in  the  monthly  Review,  lately  dead,  was  exceed- 
ingly offended  at  the  firfl  article  of  the  review  of  my 
work.     Such<ondu£l:,  he  faid,  was  highly  impro- 
per in  a  Review,  and  independent  of  any  regard  to 
me,  or  to  the  fubjedt  (in  which  he  did  not  at  all  in- 
tcrcfl  himfelf )  he  faid,  that  from  the  firft  fight  of  it, 

he 
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he  was  determined  to  remonftrate  with  the  E 
on  account  of  it.  What  would  he  have  faid  i 
Review  for  Septemberi  in  which^  even  with.^ 
diiionalfieit  of  Utter-prefs^  the  anfwer  to  mf 
pamphlet  takes  up  more  than  one  third  o 
whole ;  and  efpecially  if  he  had  ieen  it  puflfed 
an  advertifement^  drawn  up  for  the  purpofe^  in  \ 
no  other  article  is  fpecified  befides  this  anfwer 
in  which  it  is  laid^  ^'  the  Reviewer  maintain 
*'  former  charges  againft  the  dodor's  work;! 
<<  fupports  them  with  additional  arguments, 
*^  more  copious  authorities." 


APPENE 
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k^lJJG  recttvcd  letters  from  two  of  my  learned 
fikiids  reladng  to  the  fubjefb  of  this  workj 
it  was  nearly  printed  ofF^  I  take  the  liberty  to 
atra£bs  fix)m  them  in  this  place ;  being  fatisfied 
my  readers  will  be  pleafed  to  fee  them^  and 
that  the  writers  will  not  be  much  ofiended 
my  making  this  ufe  of  them^  without  their  con- 
fer which  it  is  too  late  to  apply  to  them.    In- 
the  former  letter  was  intended  for  my  ufc ; 
the  latter,  which  is  from  the  author  of  the  Re-^ 
rb  in  my  vindication,  was  certainly  not  meant 
the  public  eye,  and  was  written  immediately  af- 
thc  firft  reading  of  the  review  of  his  piece.     But 
ndiis  account  it  may  be  more  depended  upon,  as 
ceiling  his  real  feelings. 

Dear  Sir,  November  5,  1783. 

I  have  juft  been  reading  Dr.  Horhey's  charge 

*pinft  you,  to  which  I  doubt  not  you  will  make  a 

Proper  reply.   As  he  feems  to  triumph  in  your  hav- 

**&  as  he  fuppofes,  miftaken  the  fenfe  of  fome 

f.  Greek  quotations ;  and  as  parallel  paflages  are  not 

always  at  hand,  though  common  enough  if  we  could 

wait  for  them  till  they  occur ;  I  take  the  liberty  of 

fending  you  one  that  I  have  fmce  met  with  in  De- 

mofUienes,  and  another  from  Thucydides. 

In  oppolition  to  your  interpretation  of  the  be- 
ginning of  John's  gofpel,  he  fays,  the  natural  force 

M  of 
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ofovlog  is  this  peffon.  Very  tme,  if  the  noun  to  wh 
it  belongs  reprcfent  a  pcrfon ;  but  if  the  noun 
only  the  name  of  a  thing,  then  the  natural  force 
oul®-  will  be  ihis  thwgj  as  appears  from  the  £ 
lowing  paflage  from  Demofthenes,  ift  Olynthi 

Now  comes  another  conjuncture ;  what  conjun 
ture  ?  That  which  voluntarily  offers  itfelf  to  t 
republic  from  the  Olynthians."     Francis, 

The  Doftor  is  much  difpleafed  with  your  trai 
lating  ««  aWi«  Tiw  »  nothing  but.  To  be  fure,  if  it  wc 
clear  from  other  arguments  that  the  ^oy©-  and  <ro^ 
in  queftion  were  perfmiSy  his  tranflation  would 
the  true  one.  But  that  thefe  words  cannot  alwa 
be  underftood  to  mean  710  other  per/on  will  be  mar 
feft  from  the  following  paflage  of  Thucydidi 
Lib.  iv.  cap.  cxxvi.  p.  311. 

Qiii  nulla  alia  ratione  principatum  funt  adepti,  quain  qu 
(holies)  prxliando  fupcrarcnt. 

As  to  the  other  paflage  from  Theophilus, 
which  the  Do6tor  takes  notice  in  his  63d  pa§ 
when  you  come  to  look  at  it  again,  you  will  p< 
ceivc  that  you  did  not  exadtly  hit  on  the  meaning 
the  lall:  line;  and  I  think  the  Doclor  was  a  lit 
warped  by  his  A'ftem,  when  he  tranflated  God  * 
word,  the  wildom,  Man.    I  think  it  pretty  plain  frc 

the  preceding  words,  th  $?»  xai  m  Xoys,  km  t>i?  c-opa;  a 

that  the  words  in  queftion  ft^ould  be  tranflated,  "tl 
*'  there  might  be  God,  his  word,  his  wifdom,  (an 
"  man."  But  this  I  fubmit  to  your  better  jud 
ment. 

Extr 
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Extras  from  ihtjecond  Letter. 

Nov.  5.  178 J. 
-"  What  fort  of  feces  are  wc  to  carry. 


face  Ais  neighbour  of  onrs  has  "  put  us  to  (hame? " 
Ttns  might  have  got  through  the  bufincfs:  but 
irhat  am  /,  a  puny  pedagogue,  "  Iftc  Grseculus" 
who  cannot  conjugate  a  Greek  verb,  nor  tell  whether 
it  be  perfect  or  defcftive,  what  am  /  to  do  ?  It  is 
I  bad  bufinefs  fure  enough ;  but  it  is  not  dcfperate ; 
M  notwithftanding  the  violence  of  the  attack, 
Ido  not  feel  even  a  fingle  wound." 

"  I  rather  wondered  that  neither  you,  nor  Mr. 
lefircd  me  to  give  my  authorities  for  what 
1  advanced  in  my  remarks.  I  had  them  ready ; 
bot  I  chofe  to  keep  them  back.  The  adverfary 
il$ Men  fairly  into  the  ambufcade ;  and  there  he 
Bcsjopen,  as  far  as  I  judge  at  prefent,  to  ufe  his 
«wn  language,  to  a  good  many  "  after-claps." 
1  have  had  the  Review  but  a  few  hours,  and 
tttfinefs  has  taken  up  fome  of  thofe  few,  fo  that 
I  have  not  been  able  to  pay  much  attention  to  it. 
However  I  have  read  it,  and  I  have  not  perceived 
in  it  any  thing  that  is  formidable." 

"  I  think  it  a  fivourable  circuniftancc  for  my 
pammaUcal  reputation,  which  this  tremendous 
champion  has  taken  fo  much  pains  to  celebrate, 
that  my  original  copy  (in  which  the  unfortunate  TI 
that  obfcures  and  "  baftardizes"  my  Greek  is  not 
to  be  found)  is  ftlll  in  being;  otherwife,  I  fuppofe, 
I  (hould  hardly  have  been  believed  upon  my  word, 

that 
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that  I  could  have  made  out  the  firfl:  future  n 
optadve  of  avRAtfuut  even  with  the  help  of  a  ( 
mar.  What  a  wretched  mind^  and  what  a  t 
ing  cauie  muft  that  man  have,  who  can  dc 
to  fuch  Ielf-4egrading  and  ridiculous  trivia 
Howevefj  I  have  already  feen  that  he  i 
guarded  againft  a  retort  of  fimilar  civilities." 


This  excellent  cridc  will,  I  hope,  be  prr 
upon  to  give  the  public,  at  his  leifure,  a  new  c 
of  his  valuable-  Remarks,  with  fuch  addidor 
obfervadons  relating  to  the  fubjedl:,  as  may 
to  him.  They  will  be  efteemed  by  all  good  j 
when  the  reply  to  them  Ihall  be  forgotten. 

I  (hall  take  this  opportunity  of  faying,  th 
writer  of  thefe  remarks  is  one  of  the  few  on 
^   friendlhip  and   approbation   I   place   the    h 
value,  and  which  I  feel  as  a  ftrong  incentive  i 
labours.     The  good  opinion  of  thefe  few 
under  no  apprehenfioh  of  ever  lofing ;  and,  tl 
I  hope  1   fhould  adt  the  part  which  conf 
difbates  without  that  auxiliary  motive,  it  is  a 
confolation  to  me,  and  much  more  than  coi 
balances  the  cenfures  of  all  my  opponents, 
fricndftiip  with  the  wife  and  the  virtuous,  wi 
have  the  happinefs  to  poffcfs  in  this  world,  \s 
truft,  be  refumed,  and  conftitute  a  principal  p 
the  felicity  of  another. 

THE  END. 
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N   anfwcr  to  fomc  who,  I  well  know, 
^  will  be  ready  to  blame  me  for  replying 
to  charges  proceeding  from  fuch  grofs 
-ance,  and  evident  malignity^  as  thofe 
Ltained  in  the  Monthly  Review^  I  would 
irve,  that  many  perfons  (as  I  llncerely 
sjoice  to  find)  are  extremely  anxious  about 
progrefs  of  this  controverfy,  relating  to 
general  opinion  of  the  primitive  cbrijiians^ 
Kerning  theperfon  of  Cbrijiy  as,  with  them, 
it  will  be  nearly  dccifive  with  refpeft  to 
ihcir  believing  him  to  be  a  man^  or  fome- 
thing  more  than  a  man ;  and  I  think  I  owe 
hem  every  afliftance  that  I  am  able  to  give 
hem. 

Many  of  thefe  perfons,  not  having  ths 
proper  authorities  at  hand,  have  it  not  in  their 
power  to  judge  between  my  opponents  and 
me,  except  by  comparing  what  one  writer 
ball  produce  in  anfwer  to  another ;  and  being 
themfelves  earnefi  fearchers  after  truth,  and 
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men  of  upright  minds,  they  cannot 
bring  themfelves  to  fufpcft  any  writer 
grofs  unfairnefs  till  it  is  diftindtly  poini 
out.     They  are,  therefore,  daggered  whi 
they  hear  things  fo  confidently  affertcd,  aol] 
fo  fpecioufly  reprefented,  as  they  arc  by  mf  j 
prefent  antagonift.     Now  the  fmall  trool 
of  writing  fuch  a  pamphlet  as  this^  it 
trifle,  compared  to  the  fatisfadion  thitt 
know  I  fhall  give  to  many  perfons  of 
defcription  above-mentioned. 

Befides,  preparatory  to  the  large  Hifiorki 
View  of  opinions  concerning  the  per/on  g 
CibriJ},  which  I  propofe  to  write,  and  fct 
which  I  am  colledling  materials,  I  wifli,  by 
every  means  in  my  power,  to  bringevery  thing 
of  confequence  relating  to  it  to  a  thorougk 
difcuflion,  and  to  draw  out,  if  poflible,  every 
latent  cbjeSiion  ;  that  I  may  have  the  whok 
fubjeft,  with  its  proper  evidence,  fairly  be- 
fore me ;  and  controverfy,  when  a  pcrfoa 
has  a  proper  command  of  his  temper,  is  aa 
excellent  means  to  that  end. 

I  acknowledge,  however,  that  I  (hould 
not  have  noticed  any  thing  that  has  yet  been 
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ced  by  Mr.  Badcock  on  this  CuhjcA, 
lad  not  been  out  of  regard  to  the  credit 
h  it  derives  from  its  publication  in  the 
bfy  RevieWf  and  the  advantage  of  cir« 
ion  which  he  has  by  that  means  fe- 
L  Befides,  I  am  not  now  anfwering 
monymous  antagonift;   but  a  man  en- 

d«  by  a  regard  to  his  reputation,  to 
g  his  charges  to  an  iflue,  by  which 
IS  fome  advantage  will  be  gained.  In- 
^  as  an  anonymous  Reviewer,  the  foU 
ng  declaration  binds  him  to  an  explicit 
rer  to  what  I  here  alledge  in  my  own 
defence,  in  reply  to  his  virulent  ac- 
tions. 

When  attacked  by  fo  formidable  a 
iTputant  as  Dr.  Prieflley,  we  could  not 
roid  defending  ourfelves,  as  the  repu- 
ition  of  our  work  was  at  ftake.  If  we 
ave  obtained  any  advantage  over  our 
arned  opponent,  we  exult  not  in  our 
iccefs,  but  honeQly  declare,  that  we 
^iih  not  to  be  again  called  to  battle  in 
ie  £eld  of  controverfy,  which  generally 
roduces  more  briars  than  laurels.  It 
rhoves  us,  however,  to  be  always  pre- 
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pared  to  anfwer  every  unjuft  charge,  ai 
to  clear  ourfclves  from  every  afperfion.: 

Monthly  Review  for  Oftober,  1783,  p.  3606 

m, 

V 

That  I  may  not,  however,  multiply  theif 

fmall  publications  unneceflarily,  and  moi^ 

than  the  objed:  of  them  requires,  I  afluii 

thofe  who  have  confidence  in  my  integri 

(for  it  can  fignify  nothing  to  addrefs  t 

who   confider  me   in  the  light  that 

Badcock  does)    that  I  (hall  not  write  d^ 

this  manner  again,  unlefs  I  receive  fomN 

thing  from  Mr.  Badcock  more  deferving  rf 

a  reply  than  any  thing  that  I  have  yet  ft« 

come  from  him  on  this   fubjedt ;  though 

I  fliall  certainly  take  fome  early  opportunity 

\>£  acknowledging  any  miftake,   of  the  Icaft 

confequence,   that  I  fhall  be  convinced  I 

have   fallen    into.      I    fhall,    at  leaft,  do 

it  when  I  next  reply  to  Dr.  Horfley,  whidi 

I  hope  will  not  be  at  a  diftant  period.    In 

the  mean   time,   I  will,   in    return,    have 

that  confidence  in  my  readers, "  that  they 

will  not  be  much  moved  by  any  future  w- 

prefentations  of  Mr.  Badcock,  unlefs  they 

be  more  Jpecious^  and  more  impojing^  than 

thofe  which  I  have  already  (hewn  to  be 

merely  fo, 
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JHad  not  intended  to  have  taken  any  notice  of 
the  Monthly  Review  of  my  Letters  to  Dr. 
feeing  nothing  in  it  that»  in  the  fmallefl: 
afie£ted  my  argument^  or  that  was,  on 
other  account,  worthy  of  notice :  but  finding 
perfons  (though  fufiiciently  fenfible  of  the 
Uencc  with  which  the  charges  againft  me 
vged)  rather  ilaggered  witli  the  extreme  bold- 
of  the  aflertions,  and  thofe  more  than  imply*- 
i|ig  a  charge  of  the  grofieft  unfahrnifs  and  iitfin^ 
Wiij  in  my  conduft,  I  have,  at  length,  thought 
|R)pcr  to  make  a  few  obfervations  upon  it.     In 
4»ng  this,   I  think  myfelf  authorized  by  the 
*terf,  and  the  almoft  unexampled  infolence  of  the 
Ittack,  in  mentioning  (what  indeed  is  no  fecret) 
tic  name  of  the  Reviewer,  viz.  Mr.  Samuel  Bad-- 
t^,  a  diflenting  minifter  at  South  Molton,  in 
Devooihire  ^  as  (without  having  diredUy  or  in- 
dircftly  fought  for  it)  I  have  been  informed  fince 
the  publication  of  my  Letters  to  DoHor  Horjley. 
h  was,  indeed,  mentioned  to  me  before ;  but 
wken  I  confidercd  our  former  friendfliip,  I  did 
fiot  give  any  credit  to  the  account.    His  own 
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come  ai  it.  Indeed,  no  man  of  honout 
vance  fuch  a  cli;irgi.-  aLjainfl:  another  wi 
the  fame  lime,  giving  his  own  name. 
referring  to  my  former  acquaintance  v 
Badcock,  I  reveal  no  fecret,  for  I  believ 
generally  known  as  Mr.  Badcock  himfc 

I  fliaW  fcleft  from  this  Review  the  m 
fible,  and  the  molt  confident  of  all  the 
as  a  fpecimen  of  the  reft ;  and  let  any  i 
perfon,  of  competent  knowledge  of  th( 
iudge  between  us. 


REM  A 


R       £      M      A      R      K      S 


.ON         THE 


MONTHLY     REVIEW. 


E. 


SECTION 


L 


Qf  ibe  QmiJJion  of  the  Sentence  in  Jujiin  Martyr. 

HAD  obferved  that  Juftin  Martyr  treats  the 

unitarians  of  his  age  with  great  tendernefs,  at 

Ac  fame  time  that  he  treats  thofc  whom  he  calls  be- 

rttksy  v;ith  much  afperity ;  Inlying,  as  the  Reviewer 

quotes  from  me,  p.  6i,  "  There  arc  two  paflagcs 

"  in  this  writer,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  heretics 

"  with  great  indignation  ;  but  in  both  the  paf- 

"  fageshehas  evidently  a  view  to  iheGnoJiics  only, 

"  He  particularly  mentions  the  Marcionites^  the 

"  ValentinianSy  the  Ba/iiideanSy  and  the  Saturnia- 

"  «M»j*.     He  fays,  they  bl^fphemed  the  Maker 

•*of  the  world,  and  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac, 

"  and 

*  **K«l  c(>Aa/  «i^^»  oyouttTi  ( — and  othns  under  anc'-.cr 
**  BflWf" — ^  follows  in  ihc  original,  though  unnoticed  in  Dr. 
P.s  iranflation.  At  the  fame  time,  we  niuft  obrcivc,  th;it 
Pr.  ?•  lias  mifquotcd  the  name  of  the  laft  nicniioncJ  i'cci^  hy 
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and  Jacob :  that  they  denied  the  rclu] 
and  maintained,  that  after  death  the  ibul 
immediately  to  Heaven.     Had  he  confidt 
the  Unitarians,  with  whom  he  appears  to 
been  well  acquainted,  as  Heretics,  would  he 
have  mentioned,  or  alluded  to  their  tenets 
in  thoie  pafTages,  in  which  he  Ipeaks,  ndl 
pretty  largely,  of  the  Chriftian  Heretics  ufi 
general  ?    It   is  impoflible,    I   fhould   thinks* 
to  read  thofe  paflages  as  they  Hand  in  the  on*' 
ginal,  introduced  as  a  fulfilment  of  our  Si*'' 
viour's  prophecy,  that  there  fliould  be  falff^j 
Chrifts  and  falfe  prophets,  who  fhould  decrirc*' 
many:  and  not  be  fatisfied  that,  like  the  apoftfc 
John,  Juftin  Martyr  had  no  idea  of  there  being 
any  Heretics  in  the  Chriftian  church  in  to 
time,  befides  the  Gnoftics/* 


On  this  the  Reviewer  remarks  as  follows :  "  M 
Juftin  is  much  connected  v/ith  our  controvcrfy 
v/ith  Dr.  Prieftley,  we  hope  Dr.  Horfley  will  ex* 
cufe  us  for  anticipating  a  remark  which  wc  are 
perfuaded  he  would  of  ncceflity  make  on  this 
paflTage.  The  remark  might  be  extended  mvdi 
farther,  with  a  long  retinue  of  '  exclamations^^  but 
our  limits  oblige  us  to  be  as  brief  as  poffiblc— 
In  general,  then,  we  make  no  fcniple  of  affcrt* 

copying  from  tlic  Latin  vcifton,  inflcad  of  the  originil  Grccki 
where  it  is  ^s{]oovi?.ia.vot,  Saturniliani/' 

This  I  fappofewas  meant  to  infinuutetfaat  I  do  not,  perhaps 
that  I  cannoty  read  Greek.  It  would,  however,  have  Veen  pe- 
dantry to  ufe  tlie  term  SafimiiluSy  Saturnimis  being  mnch  mort 
common  both  with  the  ancients  and  moderns. 

ingi 
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in  the  moft  diredt  and  unqualified  language 
Dr.  Pricftley  dcfircs  us  to  ufc  no  ceremony) 
in  the  above  reprcloncation  of  Juftin's  fcnti- 
ts,  we  meet  with  the  r.ioft:  flagrant  and  unac- 
[itabie  mutilation  of  a  plain  paflagCj  that  the 
Bgenuicy  of  a  controvertift,  who  is  determined 
keep  it  up,'  per  fas  et  ncfas^  ever  prefented  us 
K.  We  beg  the  reader  to  turn  back  to  J)r. 
cftiey's  quotation  from  Juftin,  and  conipr.re 
tranflation  with  the  original.  He  (i.  e.  Juftin) 
«,  *  They  blr.fnheme  the  Maker  of  the  world, 
d  the  God  of  Abraham,  llaac,  and  Jacob/ 
ow,  this  is  fo  put,  as  to  convey  to  the  Englifli 
idcr,  or  the  unlearned  {for  whom  Dr.  Pritftley 
Ipcars  chiefly  to  write, — but  how  came  he  to 
Hgctthat  he  was  writing  to  Dr.  Horfley  ?) — the 
rinflation  is  fo  managed  as  to  convey  no  idea  of 
Sinftion  in  Juftin's  mind,  between  the  Maker 
f  the  zvorld,  and  the  God  cf  Abraham^  Ifaac^  and 
^U9b.  For  the  fake  both  of  the  learned  and  un- 
Srned,  wc  will  tranfcribe  the  original  paflage, 
ad  annex  toit  a  literal  tranflation.     AAA^/yyp  xaf;* 

*A«r  TfOTsp  j3Aota"p3:;/s:;'  ret'  •toiw?*'^'  tci;  o/e.-j'  KAI  'iON  vr 
UtULA  3^  1AV6)?,  J't^AiTKtsTi:     i.  C.     "    OchtTS,  UpOH 

lotherplan,  teach  [their  fdlcu^ers]  to  blalphemc 
ic  Maker  of  the  univerfe,  AND  HIM  who  was 
rfbre  fpokcn  of  as  coming  from  him,  even  be 
ho  ^as  the  CHRIST,  and  the  God  of  Abraham, 
uc,  and  Jacob."  Now,  to  prove  even  beyond 
e  poflibil'.ty  of  difpute  or  evafion,  that  hy  the 
i  of  Abraham^  &c.  Juftin  meant  Clirift-  (to  fay 
thing  of  the  independent  evident  c  arlfnu^  from 
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the  paflage)  wc  refer  the  reader  to  his  celebj 
ylpokgy  to  the  Eir^pcror  Antoninus  Pius  [Tl 
by's  odit.   pag.  93,  94.]  in  which  this  expj 
is  not  only  applied  to  Chrift  allufivcly,  but 
vindicated  as  his  own  appropriate  and  dii 
charafter.     After  quoting  the  paflagCj  Exod. 
2,  &c.  at  full,  Juftin  fays,  *  Tbefe  words  wercut*; 
tered  purpofcly  with  a  defign  to  prove,  that  tbtj 
Son  of  God,  and  his  Meflenger,  is  Jefus  Chrili^ 
who  was  tl:e  prc-exiftent  Logos;  and  whofoaw;] 
times  appeared  in  the  form  of  fire,  fometimcsiil 
the  fimilitude  of  angels,  &cc.  tzc'     Immedis 
after  he  blames,  in    very  fevere   language,  the: 
''  fcnfdcfs  Jews*^  {uionlc:  U'Iaioi)  (ov  affirming  tUl 
thcj€  IFordi  were  fpoken  by  the  Maker  of  the  univerfi. 
Would  he  not  have  laid  the  fame  of  an  Ebionitc, 
who,  like  thefe  infatuated  Jezvs^  mnft,  on  thcpriii-. 
ciples  of  his  own  creed,  have  denied  the  applio 
tion  of  thcfe  words  to  Chrift  ?  (See  alfo  the  Dial 
with  Trypho.  p.  300.  408.  and  elfewhere.)*' 

"  Dr.  Prieftley  fomewhere  fpeaks  of  Dr.  Horflcy's 
difingenuity*  in  concealment;  can  he  point  outaof 
thing  like  this  ? — He  Ibmewhere   fays,    that  tbe 

*  This  is  an  exaggeration  of  my  language.   What  I  ftidws 
•*  iiotperfetlly  ingtnuom,"  whicli,  when  the  paiTagc  is  coofuiud, 
no  perfon  can  fuy  was  harfh  or  improper.   See  Letiers^  &c«  p.  1}>    ] 
Whereas  Dr.  Horflcy  h»s  charged  me  with  feveral  inlUnccs 
of  grofs   difingenuity,  and   all    of    them  manifedly  unjvft. 
Among  other  things,  he  charged  me  with  wilfully  mifquoc- 
ing  the  common  Englilh  tunliation  of  the  bible.     A  thing 
io  grols  as  this,  would  ceri.iinly  have  been  cenfured  in  an  im- 
|)ariial  review— This,  however,  Mr.  Badcock  did  not  ccnfoxt* 
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hthly  Reviewer  wrius  in  a  fpecious  and  iinpojing 

We  afk,  in  our  turn,  who  tranflatcs  fo  ? 

hi  caft  the  ftone  who  hath  (to  all  appearance 

0f€hf)  left  out  a  whole  member  of  a  fentence ; 

diat  too  a  mod  efTential  one ;  and  by  artfully 

the  middle  part  of  it,  haih  entirely  mifap- 

thc  conclufion? — We  are  afraid  that  his 

Vindicator  cannot  excufe  him,  even  on  the 

of  what  he  calls  the  Doftor's  *  rapid  glances.* 

rapid  glances,  though  they  fuit  a  poet^s  eye  in 

frtwzy  rollings  do  not  well  agree  with  the 

and  fteady  obfervation  of  an  biftorian.^* 

Tins  is  the  whole  of  Mr.  Badcock's  remark 
die  paflage  \  and  I  think  it  is  hardly  poflTible 
Ac  heat  of  controvcrfy  to  carry  any  man  far- 
than  this.  The  whole  of  it,  however,  is  an- 
il/ once^  by  obfcrving,  that  it  is  to  no  fort 
purpoie  who  it  was  that  Juftin  meant  by  the 
of  Abraham^  Jf^^c^  and  Jacob  (which  Mr. 
Icock  may  find  in  my  own  Hiltory,  and  wiiich 
pcrfon  who  knows  any  thing  of  Jullin  can  I  c 
fgnonint  of)  but  who  it  was  that  the  heretics  he  is 
|ttking  of  meant  by  the  pcrfon  fo  dcfcribcd,  and 
fhom  they  meant  to  blafpheme-,  and  this  certainly 
^^ntntjefus  Cbrifty  but  another  bein^y  the  fuppofed 
maker  of  the  world,  the  author  of  the  Jewifh  dif- 
pcn6rion,  and  the  introducer  of  much  evil,  which, 
4^  laid,  Chrift  was  fcnt  to  reftily.  They  were, 
riicrefore,  the  Gnojlics  onlvy  and  not  unitarian  chrif- 
^ns  that,  he  was  rcfledin^  uj:on,  or  alluding;  to  -, 
nd  this  is  the  only  circumftance  en  which  my 
ifcrence  was  founded. 

The 
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The  omiiTion  Mr.  Badcock  fpeaks  of,  was 
merely  to  ihorten  a  long  greek  quotation^  witl 
leaving  out  any  thing  that  could  affedt  the 
That  by  the  *a>  0/  Juftin  could  not  mean  any 
iind  of  people  befides  thofe  he  had  fpoken  of 
fore,  is  evident  from  his  ufing  the  particle  7«f» 
In  this  connection,  1  maintain  that  a/Xoi  >tfp«*J.i 
TpoTor,  &c.  can  bear  no  other  fenle  than,  Fsr  fii 
#/  them  (viz.  of  thofe  mentioned,  or  alluded^ 
before,  and  ^Ifo  mentioned  by  name  immediatdy 
terwards)  blafpbeme  the  maker  of  the  worlds  6?f .« 
twry,  and  others  in  another ;  and  will  by  no 
bear  to  be  tranflated  as  Mr.  Badcock  does, 
upon  another  plan^  &c.     For  this  I  am  wilfiif  to 
appeal  to  any  perfon  who  has  the  lead  preteo&BI 
to  a  knowledge  of  the  Greek  idiom.     Had  Jutt 
laid  A>}.oi  A,  but  J  inftead  of  akkoi  >*p,  for^  dtt 
would  have  been  fome  flight  colour  for  Mr.  W 
cock's  conftruftion  of  the  paflage  •,  but  at  pitfcnt 
there  is  not  a  Ihadow  of  pretence,  cither  from  ita 
phrafeology^  or  the  general  fenfe  of  the  paflagPiiB 
his  favour. 

That  Mr.  Badcock  fliould  not  have  been  aft 
to  undertland  the  Greek  of  Juftin  is  the  more  ex- 
traordinary, as  the  idiom  of  the  Latin  tongue  is 
the  very  fame  with  that  of  the  Greek  in  this  FcfpefiL 
If  he  will  only  look  into  Ainfworth's  Didionaryt 
he  will  fee  Alius  alio  r,iodo.  Cicero — rendered  #* 
after  one  fort ^  another  after  another^ 

If  Mr.   Badcock  really  thinks  that  thefe  bhf- 
phemers  of  ihe  maker  of  the  "Ji^orld  were  perfons 

who 
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M^I»hesicd  Jifus  Chrifty  by  lowering  him  to 

coadmon  of  a  man,   and  not  tlie  Gnoftics,  of 

there  were  many  diftinftions,  as  Juftin  bad 

ofaferved  (and  who  therefore  bkfphemed  him, 

M  MV  my,  and  ftme  in  another)  he  is  as  ig- 

of  Ecdefiaftical  Hiftory,  as  he  appears  to 

of  Gicek«     I  Will  venture  to  fay,  he  has  not,  as 

Is,  anticipated  Dr.  Horfley  in  this  criri- 

I  am  wtUing  to  appeal  to  Dr.  Horfley 

far  it    If  the  decifion  be  in  my  favour 

wlMck  diefc  can  be  no  doubt)  I  fhall  require  of 

an  acknowledgment  as  fublk  as  his 

and  2BfuU  as  it  is  heinous. 

Wridog  in  the  circumftances  in  which  I  do,  and 

criticifm  from  all  quarters,  if  I  had  had 

prifldple  of  integrity  at  all,  I  cerutnly  fliould 

ksve  concealed  any  thing  that  I  mud  have 

my  adverfary  could  not  poflibly  overlook* 

omiflion,  therefore,  could  not,  at  mod,  have 

any  thing  more  than  either  an  inadvertence^ 

I*  faavc  anien  from  a  mifunderftanding  of  the  paf* 

ige  and  its  importance,  which  a  generous  adverfary 

fjnuld  have  treated  with  tendernefs. 

To  fliew  more  difiinftly  the  nature^  of  this 
tBiflkm,  on  which  Mr.  Badcock  has  declaimed  fo 
Cquouily,  I  (hall  tranflate  the  whole  paflfage,  diftin- 
fiilhing  the  words  omitted ;  by  which  it  will  be 
feco,  that  I  €euld  not  mean  any  thing  by  the  omiflion, 
hat  to  iave  myfelf  the  trouble  of  writing  fo  much 
Greek.     Mr.  Badcock  has  alfo  made  feveral  omif- 

0ons, 
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lions,  I  prefume,  for  the  Tame  reafon,  in  the 
from  my  letters,  p.  4. 

^'  There  are,  and  have  been,  many  perfons 
pretending  to  be  chriftians,  have  taiight  to  fay 
to  do  atheiilical  and  blafphemous  things,  and 
are  denominated  by  us  from  the  names  of  the 
fons  whole  doftrines  they  hold  (forfome  of  them  Uafi 
pbemetbe  maker  of  the  univerfcy  and  bimwb§wi$l^ 
bim foretold  to  come  astbeCbriftj  and  t  be  God  of\ 
ham^  Ifaac^  and  Jacob'* ^  in  one  w^y,  and  gibers ^ 
anotber)  with  whom  we  have  no  communicaUQB^ 
knowing  them  to  be  atheiftical|"vncked»  and  ii 
ous  perfons;  who,  inftead  of  reverencing  Jcfus,  coa*^ 
fefs  him  in  name  only.    They  call  themfelves  chfit 
tians,  in  the  fame  manner  as  thofe  among  the  JBhij 
thens  infcribe  the  name  of  God  on  the  works  of 
their  own  hands,  and  defile  themfelves  with  wicked 
and  atheiftical  rites.    Some  of  them  are  called  Mir- 
cionites,  fome  Valentinians,  fome  BafilideanSj  fomc ' 

*It  is  really  fomeiliing  extraordinary,  that  this  opicion o( 
Juflin  Martyr\s,  that  Chi  id  was  the  medium  of  uli  thedinK 
communications  to  mankind  under  the  old  tenament  difpen(i- 
tion,  fliould  have  been  fo  readily  received,  and  have  fprcadfo 
generally  as  it  did,  when  it  not  only  has  no  counteixancc.boB 
i'cripture,  but  is  exprefsly  contradicted  by  che  author  of  the 
Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  in  Heb.  i.  z.  God,  who^  at/undry6attt 
and  in  divas  manners ^f [Hike  in  lime  paft  unto  the  fathers,  hy  thi  \n" 
phetSy  has  in  the/e  I  aft  daysfpchen  unto  us  by  his  /on.     Again,  diip- 
ii.  2,  3.   J/ the U'ordjpoken  By  angels  loasjled/aji,  irr.  howJMwi 
efiajie,  if  we  negleclfo  great  fah^ition  \  which  at  the  Jirft  began  uk 
Jjioken  by  ilic  Lord.     Wliai  can  be  more  evident  than  that  tk 
writer   of  tliis  epiille  had  no  idea  of  God  having  fpolbea I* 
znankiud  by  his  Ton  before  the  time  of  the  gofpel.  ? 

Satumianians, 
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maraans»  and  others  go  by  other  names*  each 
cheir  peculiar  tenets ;  in  the  f^me  nianoer  a| 
who  iddiSt  thein&lves  to  philofophy  are  dp^ 
oafied  from  the  founders  of  their  rcfpe^ve 
,  And,  as  I  have  laid,  Jefus^  knowing  what 
id  come  to  pafs  after  his  deatb»  foretold  tbsii 
:  would  be  fuch  men  among  bis  followers/' 

»  man  who  can  fency  there  is  a  reference  to 
0tbcr  perlbns  than  the  Gnoftics  in  this  paflage, 
^jtmcf  that  he  finds  the  detefted  unitarians  in 
plherpage  <^  the  lame  author  ^  or*  like  Don 

he  may  take  a  windmill  for  a  giant.  For 
between  the  ancient  unitarians  and  the 

waa  a*  fS^^  ^  ^^^^     Their  opinions  ar; . 

Spoken  of  as  two  oppqfiie  herefies* 

\ 
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vill  be  no  lefs  eafy  for  tue  to  ftieW  the  ex- 
eme  weaknefs^  or  unfairnefs  of  Mr^  Badcock's 
lifedons  with  refpe&  to  the  creeds  which  he 
ss  fttm  TertuIIian,  and  which  he  foppoies  I 
Hf^  kept  out  of  fight }  faying^  p.  60,  **  Few, 
!  lb  very  couni^eDut  as  to  put  fuch  a  weapon 
the  hand  of  anadver^Dy,  as  threatens  to  demo^ 

i  tijem.** 

B  Without 
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'  Without  retorting  this  obfervarion  on  'Mr. 
cock  himfclf,  I  (hall  obfcrve,  that  in  the 
De  Pr^fcriptione^  &c.  from  which  Mr,  Badci 
quotes    the  regula  fideU   Tertullian  is   cvid^ 
giving  his  own  glofs,  or  interpretation,  of  the 
afid  iipt  the  creed  itfelf,  as  dcilivcred  to  the 
chumens.     In  writing  this  work,  h's  great  ol 
was  the  GnoJiicSi  and  therefore  his  glofs  is  din 
altogether  againd  them,  and  does  not  refpefi 
Unitarians  at  all ;  as,  indeed,  the  very  firft 
(omitted  by  Mr.  Badcock)  fhows.     Regula^ 
qua  creditur  unum   omnino  detim  ejfe^    nee  «2ai| 
fra^CT  mundi  condilorem,  qtii  univerfa  de  mttU 
duxeritj  fcfr.  i.  e.—  '*  by  which  we  are  taugbf 
*•  Relieve  that  there  is  but  one  God^  and  this  no^ 
**  than  the  maker  of  the  u  or  Id,  who  produced  evSf^\ 
'*  thing  out  of  nothings  by  his  own  wordy  tbenf^ 
*^  fent  down^   that  that  word  was  called  bis  fii^ 
**  that  he  appeared  varioyfly  in  the  name  (i.  e.  in 
"  the  charader)  of  God,  to  the  Patriarchs,  tbitk 
*'  was  afterwards  conveyed,  by  the  fpirit  andp9Wff 
'*  of  God  the  Father,  into  the  virgin  Mary\  tbatk 
"  was  made  fiefh  in  her  womb,  and  from  her  (^p 
"  perhaps  exijfe)  appeared  in  the  perfon  of  Jifni 
'*  Chrijty  that  he  thence  preached  a  new  law^  ttd 
**  a  new  promife  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven^  &c.**     * 

AH  this  is  evidently  a  glofs^  and  noca/ff^ 
creed.  Whereas,  in  the  treatilc  de  Vetandis  VirgimlMSf} 
from  which  I  have  quoted  the  creed,  he  is  M- 
oppolirig    orthodoxy   to   heterodoxy,   but  faitb  to 
praclice,  and  was  therefore  much  more  likely  to 

give 
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K  the  iimpic  creed,  as  it  ivas  delivered  to  the 
jbcfaumens  in  his  day.  Accordingly,  it  is  nearly  the 
pe  that  is  now  generally  received.  Let  the  four 
copies  of  the  creed,  viz.  the  Vulgar^  that  of 
ia^  the  Qritnialy  and  the  Reman  be  compared, 
are  done  by  Dupin  (Ecclef.  hift.  vol.  i. 
\ia»)  and  it  will  be  feen  that  none  of  them  contain 
fuch  articles  as  thofe  in  Tertuliian's  glofs.  If 
articles  ever  made  a  proper  part  of  the  creed, 
came  they  to  be  dropped,  and  indeed  to  be 
DO  where  elfc  ? 

^That  Mr.  Badcock  has  entirely  miftaken  the 
and  real  meaning  of  what  he  has  given  as 
creed  in  the  time  of  TertuUian,  and  that  ic 
to  the  Gnofiics  onfyy  is  evident  from  every 
ide  relating  to  God  and  Chrift  in  it.  The 
ics  maintained  that  the  Supreme  Being  him- 
jflf,  the  Father  of  Jefus  Chrift,  did  not  make  the 
VDrld,  but  that  it  was  the  work  of  a  different 
ting,  the  fame  that  appeared  to  the  patriarchs 
ilid  prophets,  but  entirely  different  from  the 
thrift.  On  the  contrary,  all  the  articles  above 
tdted  from  TertuUian's  glofs  upon  the  creed, 
ire  evidently  intended  to  exprefs,  that  the  imme- 
Rate  maker  of  the  world,  the  Icgosy  or  verbum 
fc,  was  the  fame  perfon  that  appeared  to  the 
patriarchs  and  prophets,  and  was  alfo  afterwards 
thcChrift. 

It  appears  to  me  (but  I  fubmit  the  conjefture 

tD  the  learned)  chat  the  Gnoftics,  who  gave  fo 

B  2  much 
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much  iklarm  to  the  primitive  Chriftians,  hac 
vluiced  fo  many  fpecious  arguments,  to  [ 
that  the  Supreme  Being  himfelf  was  fiot  the 
mediate  maker  of  the  world,  and  the  auth 
the  Jewiih  difpenfation,  that  the  orthodox  i 
in  faft>  ftaggered  by  them ;  and  fo  far  cone 
to  them,  as  to  content  themfelves  with  n 
taining  that  the  being  who  made  the  world, 
who  appeared  to  the  patriarchs  and  prop! 
though  not  the  fupreme  God  himfelf,  wa 
word,  or  power,  of  that  God  perfonified ;  j 
to  become  zfecond  God,  really  different  froir 
firft ',  taking  advantage  of  fome  expre jfions  ii 
old  teftament,  and  alfo  of  the  language  of  ^ 
in  the  introdu&ion  to  his  gofpel.  For  of 
fame  log^Sy  or  wcrd,  which  John  perfonified 
ratively  (as  wifdom  is  perfonified  in  the  boc 
Proverbs)  they  made  a  real  and  permamnf  p 
Giioftlcifm,  therefore,  as  well  as  Platonifm, 
a  great  means  of  eftablifhing  the  dodbrine  o 
ferJbmficaHon  #/  the  hgcSy  which  was  the  firfl 
(owardb  the  modern  Athanafian  do£brine  oi 
trinity.  In  fadt,  the  orthodox,  ufed  many  d 
fame  arguments  with  the  Gnoftics,  to  prove 
the  Supreme  God  himfelf  was  not  the  pcrfon 
appeared  to  the  patriarchs,  &c. 

On  the  whole,  it  muft,  I  think,  be  evide 
the  impartial  reader,  that  the  proper  creed  ii 
time  of  Tertullian  was  that  which  I  prod 
from  him  as  fuch  in  my  Letters  fo  Dr.  Hi 
p.iSi  whereas,  that  which  Mr.  Badcock  has 

4 
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exprefles  no  more  than  TertuUitn^s  i)wn 

which  is  not  the  qucftion  in  debate.    In* 

liow  could  TertuUian  confider  that  ts  the 

creed  aflented  to  by  every  catechumen^ 

accoiding  to  his  own  account,  wis  not 

red  by  thofe  whom  he  {out  of  eomtmpt^  Mr. 

will  fay)  reprcfents  as  the  major  part  of 

IS  is  his  timet 
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MifedUmeom  Attitki. 

;Ui  tempted  to  givea  few  other  Ipedmeiaof  Mr. 

Ittioock's  mode  of  leviewingp  and  AiaU  begio 

Us  moft  exttaordinary  lemarks  oo  the  maoiier 

which  I  have  tieated  an  opioioQ  of  £uiehius» 

^  With  iefpedto  the  fiifSra^  of  Ettlcbius  to  the 
fKfhodcfrf  ef  the  primunveduircb,  and  pai^c^lf 
of  the  bifliops  of  Jertifalem»  towards  the  cl^  cf 
the  apdk>ltc  age ;  a  fuffinge  fo  full  and  acpbric^ 
tint  it  has  boeo  deeoied  a  <iecifive  sMrgumenc 
^  lywift  Dr.  Piieftley's  hypothefis  {vi^  that  ibi 

EKamies)  with  refpe£tto  this  tpftiaiQiiy^  we  fsy 
the  Dodor  could  only  find  one  way  of  getting 
/id  of  it."    ••  It  is  not,**  lays  he,  *  to  be  rc- 

B3  *'  garded. 
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**  garded.  What  a  prodi^ous  advantage  tBi 
**  and  compendious  mechod  of  dectfion  gW 
"  man  over  his  opponent!  It  faves  all  the  nee 
"  expence  of  crittcifm.  It  fcrves  inftcadof  it 
*t  fand  ai^umems,.  and  it  tias  the  lingular  fd 
**  of  being  flieltered  from  all  reply." 

After  reading  this,  any  perfon  would  nan 
imi^ne>  that  I  had  given  no  reafon  at  all  v 
thought  that  the  aflcrtion  of  Eufebius  was  oc 
be  regarded,  whereas  I  immediately  lubjoin 
reafons  as  I  deemed  fuIHcient ;  obfcrving,  thai 
faiis  which  he  himfclf  records,  are  inconfiftent 
it  *.  The  Reviewer  has  not  even  quoted  the  w 
lentence,  which  ends  thus,  "  it  is  not  to  be  rej 
"  ed,  unkfs  they  bring  fome  fufficient  proo 
*'  their  affertion."  I  am  truly  afliamed  to  j 
out  inftances  of  fuch  grofs  difingcnuiiy,  evt 
■n  adverfary,  and  one  who  pretends  that  he 
given  the  very  pith  and  marrow,  p.  65,  of  my  a 
ments.  After  this  with  what  face  can  Mr.  Bad< 
charge  any  writer  with  concealments ! 

Dr.  Horfley  having  chained  me  with  borro' 
from  D.  Zuicker,  whofe  name  I  had  not  hean 
I  faw  it  in  his  Chaise,  Mr.  Badcock  fays,  p 
'*  Dr.  Horfley  did  not  happtn  to  hit  upon  the  i 
'*  author."  Then  let  Dr.  Horfley  and  Mr. '. 
cock  guefs  again.  As  all  my  arguments  m 
Jtekn  from  fome  perfon  or  other,  they  may  hq 
(0  be  right  at  laft. 

*    See  Lttttr  Iff  Dr.  Hjr^,  p.  2+. 
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^  After  this,  it  cannot,  furely,  be  neccffary  to  note 
piy  other  article  in  this  Review,  every  one  of  which 
fifcovers  nearly  equal  ignTvance^  or  unfairnefs. 

^'Mr.  Badcock  calls  upon  me  to  give  a  fair  and 
Itgenuous  anfwer  to  his  former  animadverftons.     I 
|Keply  ihar,  befides  my  own  fair  propofal,  by  which 
i.ftill  abide,  and  which  will  require  no  more  room 
the  article  of  Correfpcndence^  than  is  frequently 
:n  to  others  (rtot  to  fay  that  their  having  made 
czSt:2i  Jingular  oncj  gives  me  a  claim  to  peculiar 
rivileges)  I  have,  direftly  or  indireftly,  noticed 
thing  in  it,  that  I  thought  worth  notice,  in 
Litters  to  Dr.  Horjley.    He,  as  a  Reviewer,  has 
unfpeakable  advantage  with  refpeft  to  publication, 
Vf  confidence,  however,  is  in  the  goodnefs  of  my 
\Mfe^  and  in  time^j  which,  I  doubt  not,  will  do  me 
tple  juftice. 

Two  articles  on  which  Mr.  B.idcock  himfelf  laid 
^riSe  moft  ftrefs  at  firft,  1  particularly  noticed  in  the 
Poftfcript  of  my  Letters  to  Dr.  Horfley.  One  of 
them  related  to  a  ftrong  infinuation  againit  my  in- 
tigrit)\  in  confequcnce  of  his  own  miiconftrudion 
of  a  plain  Icntence  of  mine.  He  had  defended  his 
mifconftruftion  after  its  being  particularly  pointed 
out  to  him  -,  but  being  caMed  to  lock  at  it  a  third 
time^  he  has,  at  length,  given  it  up,  and  afked  my 
pardon  ;  fo  that  my  integrity  has  had  an  efcape  for 
Jiis  time.  This,  it  is  to  be  obferved,  relates  to  the 
rreatejt  chjeSlion  he  had  againft  my  Hiftory.  He 
pleads  in  his  excufe,  that  my  expreffion  was  etiuivo" 

B4  caVy 
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tkilf  Hm/tki  \  fiAicrcas  it  is  not  poifible  l6  frt^j 
Other  conftlMftkiA)  upon  it,  and  1  am   not 
ot  erphrfiing  tn^fclf  with  greater  cltttrntls.  • 

If  Mr.  Badcock  (iails  fo  much  VrUh  icff 
p/tfiir  Emgl^  it  4s  no  wonder  chat  (chraugh 
treme  ppecipitancy,  I  fuppoie)  he  fliould 
takes  ill  Lann  and  Gruk.  1  have  fufficiendy 
ed  what  he  (irft  called  aftrong  twfin  for  4 
diflfcrence  between  the  Na^&arenes  and  the  El 
wiut  he  afterwards  called  a  €onjeikiri^  and  now 
'^  demotf/iration  \  but  I  do  not  think  it  wocdi 
while  to  fhew  the  extreme  futiUty  of  it.  iTo. 
demonftrations  as  thefe,  I  ihall  content  mylclf / 
faying,  VaUant  Mantum  valer^  pcffunt.  If  Dr.  Hof^ 
Jey  chufes  this  ground,  I  (hail  meet  him  upofti^ 
and  (peak  fully  to  it. 


The    conclusion, 

T  Cannot  fay  that  I  can  intirely  fatisfy  (nyfelf  vUl 
^  lefpeft  CO  the  caufe  (and  every  effeS  muft  hxve  t 
(oufe)  of  the  extreme  virulence  with  which  M(« 
Badcock  began^  and  now  continues  CQ  uqge  dw 
attack  upon  me,  io  totally  unprepsMrec)  as  |ic  evi* 
dendy  )S  fp  difcufs  topics  of  (his  nature. 

I  own  I  fometimes  read  his  former  letters  to  V9 
vjth  peculiar  emofion,  and  am  r^ady  to  think  tUl 
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iiolc  bulincTs  a  dxram  ;  fo  unwilling  am  I  to  be- 
bv^  thac  any  peribn  who  once  profeflcd  himielf 
I  much  attached  to  me,  can  be  fo  much  at  enmitjr 
lilh  me,  as  he  now  appears  to  be.  Far  am  I  from 
ig  that  inHb  Aiould  ever  be  facrificed  tt> 
or  any  other  confideration.  I  have 
an  example  of  the  contrary  myfelf,  in  my 
►▼rrfy  with  Dr.  Price,  but  Mr.  Badcock's 
in  with  refpeft  to  me  Ihould  have  led  him 
adopt  ft  marc  decent  mode  of  oppofition. 

'Time  was,  when,  if  it  had  been  foretold  to  Mr. 
rk,  that  he  would  ever  do  what  he  now  has 
he  would,  I  am  confident,  have  replied  as 
did  to  the  prophet,  *•  fFiat,  is  tby  fervant 
r,  that  befiould  do  this  thing?'*  But  as  Hazael 
not  then  know  that  he  would  become  king  of 
^iy^a,  (b  neither  did  Mr.  Badcock  forefee  that  he 
Irould  ever  be  a  Monthly  Reviewer. 

The  editor  of  the  Monthly  Review  Ihould  be  cau- 
tions how  he  fufFers  his  writers  to  fport  with  men*s 
tfaarafters  •,  for  himfelf,  as  puhlijher^  is  anfwerable 
&r  it.  He  may  not  be  a  judge  in  matters  of  litera- 
tnrey  and  therefore  he  may  be  deceived  by  rccom- 
nendadons,  and  by  perfons  who  give  themfelves 
'airs,  as  men  ofdeep  learning  ;  but  every  man  may 
fe  what  kind  of  refleftions  afieft  moral  character ^ 
and  all  know  that  this  is  a  facred  thing.  Mr. 
Griffiths  may  not  have  much  knowledge  of 
Greeks  and  therefore  would  never  fufpeft,  that 
he  who,  with  fo  much  inlblcnce,  treated  my  Vin- 
^c4tor  with  the  appellation  of  Iste  Gr-«culus, 

(hould> 
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ibould,  make  the  miftakc  that  he  has  doncf- 
refped  lo  Greek }  but  having  fome  knowledj 
we,  he  fhould  not  have  infcitcd  fuch  rel 
as  the  prcfcnt  Review  contains  st  kail 
conlulting  other  perfons  belldes  a  profefled 
ent.  He  w^ll  hardly  be  able  to  jufiify  himfelf 
pubhc,  not  for  employing  a  man  fo  uiiqua! 
Mr.  Badcock  is  (I  mciin  with  rcfpcd  to  the 
of  the  prefenc  controvcrfy,  in  which  I  do  Dqjt& 
that  his  reading  has  extended  much  fartbervl^ 
Bifhop  Bull)  but  for  fufTcring  fuch  p-afi  jfgl 
of  a  pcrlbn  that  he  mult  know  ceitU  oot,it 
ferve  it. 

As  to  what  he  promifes  with  refpeit  to  my  Ji- 
ture  pubHcations^  I  prerume  that  no  perfbn,  ^nn 
whofe  good  opinion  1  can  ever  be  fulicitous»  ffl 
take  a  charader  of  any  performance  of  au'w,  or  ofMf 
thing  that  relates  to  me,  from  a  profejfed  aiverjai). 
Dr.  Hordey's  charge,  a  work  full  of  the  fa^btl 
orthodoxy  (fuch  as  ccrminly  would  not  have  piffi^ 
without  ccnfurc  in  this  Kcvtcw  fome  years  ^ 
has  been  recommendtd  with  unqualified  appUiB^ 
and  a  careful  leletHiion  lias  been  made  from  icrf 
almoft  every  thing  in  it  that  is  cither  fpecious  io 
itfeif,  or  contemptuous  with  refped  to  mc.  Fof 
tliis,  I  am  pretty  confident,  Dr.  Horfley  will  ott 
now  thank  them ;  as  by  this  time,  I  doubt  not,  \t 
is  himfelf  afhamcd  of  the  paffagcs  they  have  quoted. 
My  friend,  Mr.  Lindfey,  has,  in  fc%-eral  publicadaMi 
Jai^ely  infiftcd  upon  the  timtarianifm  of  the  priri- 
five  cbrijiian  church  (the  very  fame  thing  that  h* 
roufed  all  the  rage  of  the  prcfcni  Reviewer)  without 
^  dt: 
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fas  leaft  note  of  dilapprobacion  from  his  prede* 

I  am  now  cxpe&ing  Dr.  Horfley's  reply,  and 

fliaU'  be  much  difappointed  if  it  be  not  more 

and  temperate  than  his  laft  work ;  fo  that  I 

we  fliall  proceed  in  a  calm  difcuffion  of  the  fe- 

queftion  that  is  before  the  public.    I  alfo  ear^^ 

iy  wiQi  to  engage  fome  learned  Arian  in  this  dif- 

n,  as  I  am  defirous  to  write  with  the  fulled  in- 

ation,  and  with  the  greatefl  impartiality  on 

fubjeA. 

f 

I- 

At  prefent  I  am  well  aware  that  a  great  majority 
tf  learned  men  are  againft  me ;  but  J  already  per« 
,oeive  that  the  minority  is  increafing,  and  in  time  I 
doubt  not  the  majority  will  be  wich  me.  Not  that 
1  can  ever  promife  myfclf  to  farisfy  every  body. 
Many  perlbns,  much  fuperior  to  myfclf,  will  remain 
unconvinced  \  r*s  indeed  many  yet  do  with  refpcd  to 
tranfubjtantiation.  fiut  the  time  will  certainly  come, 
when  all  prejudice  will  give  way  to  the  evidence  of 

truth. 

I  have  much  ne*ii)  evidence  to  produce,  as  well 
as  many  confirmations  of  that  which  I  have  al- 
ready laid  before  the  public,  and  I  wifti  to  have  every 
part  of  it  thoroughly  and  publicly  difcuffcd.  Mr. 
Badcock  calls  me  a  difappointed  and  mortified  au- 
thor. How  a  man  really  feels^  is  beft  perceived  by 
Jic  temper  with  which  he  writes,  and  not  by  his  own 
Uclarationsj  or  thofe  of  others  for  him  ;  and  it  is 
nuch  too  foon  to  ufe  any  language  of  this  kind. 

The 


s 
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The  comrovcrfy  rs  but  juft  opened,  and  wiH 
bly  continue  a  long  time;  and  we  may  then  let 
are  the  mortified  and  difappointed  wrioen. 

When  I  read  the  various  modes  of  ieif^ 
cent  exultation,  in  which  Mr.  Badoock,  md 
HorQey  alfo,  mfolt  over  me,  as  o^r  r  man 
they  have  completely  confuted  and  filcnced,^  I  fittcjr 
myfclf  to  be  in  the  cafe  off  the  Iridunan  who  nlif 
ot  hearing  his  own  funeral  4ermon.     Bat  t 
advife  theie  two  antagonifts  of  mine  to  takes 
from  ^Ibp,  and  not  to  fell  the  flcin  of  the  UK' 
till  they  have  difpatched  him,  and  indeed  not 
tbey  have  the  evidence  of  other  eyes  than  their  ows  * 
that  he  is  adually  dead.    I  am  not,  like  P^utridge^ 
To  unreafonable  as  to  exped  to  be  ^n  evidence  ftr^ 
my  own  exiftence  ;  but  let  it  be  decided  bjr  a  fiv^ 

jury,  whether  I  be  alive,  or  dead. 

1. 

For  my  part,  I  ihall  iteadily  purfue  my  purpofi^ 
and  I  have  experience  enough  in  thefe  matters  toht^] 
able  to  confide  in  my  own  temper,  fo  as  to  aval 
myfelf  of  all  the  new  light  that  (hall  be  thrown  v^  . 
the  fubjeft,  and  to  correft  my  own  obfervatioaii 
as  far  as  i  ihall  fee  reafon  fo  to  do.  I  may  be  de- 
ceived myfelf ;  but  I  believe  that  even  my  advcrfih 
ries  (except  Mr.  Badcock)  v/ill  not  think  I  flttH 
knowingly  contribute  to  deceive  others. 

There  are  not  many  perfons,  I  hope,  who  will 

think  of  me  as  Mr.  Badcock  does,  page  6ji 

"  Though  it  may  be  pofTible  for  any  man  to 

''  make  a  miftake  (efpecially  when  he  nfid^ 

^  glances  over  a  pafTage)  yet  to  pcrfevcre  in  it 

"  after 
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ifcer  it  has  been  pointed  out,  feems  referved 
x>  be  the  diftinguifliing  chara&criftic  of  Dr. 
Pricftley."  He  (hould  nor,  however,  have 
1  this  in  the  fame  publication  in  which  he 
Knowledges  that  he  himfelf  had  done  the  fame 
ng,  and  that  he  did  not  fee  his  miftakc  till  it 
^bcen  pointed  out  to  him  a  third  time. 

|fr.  Badeock  might  have  animadverted  upon 
,  real  or  fuppofed,  with  as  much  fe- 
as  he  hadpleafed,  I  fhould  not  have  i3een 
ftffefted  by  his  cenfures,  perhaps,  (hould 
have  taken  aay  farther  notice  of  them ;  cer- 
ihould  not  have  called  upon  him  by  uame,  as 
|lvdo,  if  he  had  not  reprefented  me  as  a  dijboneji 

t  wilfully  perverting  the  meaning  of  the  au- 
1  quote,  and  determined  to  keep  up  this 
blroverfy,  as  he  fays,  per  fas  et  nefas.  I  do 
ki  however,  think  fo  ill  of  him  as  not  to  hope, 
K  upon  cooler  reReftion,  he  will  be  afhamed 
Ijlccufations  fo  violent,  and  fo  ill-founded.  Be 
6  a  it  will,  I  truft  that  in  this  controverfy,  and 
I  all  my  writings,  as  well  as  in  my  whole  con- 
bft,  I  have  refpedt  to  a  higher  tril^unal  th;:n 
nherthac  of  the  Monthly  Review,  o/  that  of  the 
Ndic. 
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17.  A  Harmony  of  the  Evangelists  in  Greek:  Towbk 
art  prefixed  Critical  DissERTATioiit  in  finglUh,  410.1^ 
in  botrdsy  or  171.  bound. 

iS.  A  Harmony  of  the  Evavgblists  in  EugHJbi  m\m 
Notes,  and  an  occafional  Paraphrafe  for  the  Ufe  of  the  U^j 
learned  i  to  which  are  prefixed,  Critical  Diflertationa^  and  aLe% 
ter  CO  the  Bilhop  of  Oflbry,  4:0.  izs.  in  boards,  or  15s.  boondd-*-' 

N.  B.  Thofe  ^wbo  are pajfefedaf  theQxtzV  Harmony,  mu^hmHtln 
s»£ngli(h  wiii^Mt  the  Critical  DifTertations.   Price  8s.  in  hoank, 

N.  B.  The  Grtek  and  B/iiIijS^  Harmony  with  the  Cricical 
feitations  c9mf/eie,  il.  is.  in  boards,  or  il.  4s.  bound. 

19.  Institutes  of  Natural  and  Rbvealbd  Rtvicioi 
in  two  volumes,  8vo.  2d.  edition,  price  los.  6d.  ia  boardi,  m\ 
us.  bound. 

N.  B.  fbi  third  Pari  §ftbis  W§rk,  cmtaimag  ibi  DoArioesflr] 
Revelation,  may  be  bad  alone,  price  zs.  ^d./e^wid. 

20.  A  Sermon  preached  December  31,  1780,  at  the  Ncv 
Meedng-Hour<v  in  Birminghaip,  on  undertaking  the  Paloni 
Office  in  that  Place,  is. 

Jlfe  PubBfiid tmdn  the  Direffim  o/Dt.  Prebstlbt. 

THE  THEOLOGICAL  REPOSITORY: 

Confifting  of  Original  EfTays*  Hints,  Queries,  &c.  caknlitfri 
to  promote  Religj-'us  Knowledge,  in  Three  Volavet,  8vo. 
Price  1 8s.  in  Boards,  or  il.  is.  bound  :  Among  other  Articlo, 
too  many  to  be  enuraerated  in  an  Advertifement,  thefe  three 
Volumes  will  be  found  to  contain  fuch  original  and  truly  it- 
luable  Obfervations  on  the  DoArine  o{  Atotumemi,  the  Pre-tst' 
iJitHce  ofCbrift  and  the  lajpiratien  9:  the  Scriptmres,  more  efp^ 
cially  refpefting  the  Harmany  of  the  E'vofrgeii/tj,  and  the  i^i^ 
itig  of  tbt  Jp^te  Paul,  as  cannot  fail  to  recommend  them  to 
thofe  Perlbns  who  wilh  10  make  *  truly  free  Inquiry  into  the(e 
impoitant  Subje^s. 

*«*  The  DoQor's  Works,  complete,  12I.  7s.  in  Boards,  « 

141.7s.  bound. 
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Nr  AM  truly  concerned,  that  the  difcuf- 
m-   fion  which  I  have  entered  into,  of  the 
Pbiftorical  evidence  of  the  dodlrine  of  the 
primitive  ages   concerning    the   perfon  of 
r^hrift,  has  not  taken  the  amicable  turn  that 
1  propofed,  and  of  which  I  gave  a  fpecimea 
in     my    former  feries    of  Letters  to  Dr. 
Horjley.     Thofe  were  ftridlly  argumenta- 
tive, and  likewife  uniformly  refpedtfuK   But 
as  bis  Letters^  in  anfwer  to  me,  are  written 
in  a  ftyle  that  is  far  from  correfponding  to 
mine,  as  the  reader  muft  perceive  in  every 
page,  to  reply  to  him  in  the  fame  refpedful 
manner  in  which  I  firft  wrote,  would  have 
been  unnatural  and  abfurd.     In  the  prefent 
publication,  therefore,  I  have  taken  the  Y\^ 
I  berty  to  treat  him  with  more  freedom. 

a  As 

■ 

I- 


\ 
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■  As  he  has  declared  that  be  will  make  tw 
farther  reply  to  me,  I.  imagine  that  chii 
publication  will  clofe  the  prefent  contro- 
verfy ;  and  I  hope  it  will  not  have  been 
without  its,ufe,  in  promoting  the  caufe  of 
truth,  though  I  am  perAiaded  it  would  haw 
anfvvered  this  end  ftill  more  effe<5lual]y,  il 
my  propofal  of  a  perfcdly  amicable  difcuf- 
fion.andalfothat  of  bringing  it  to  itspropU 
termination,  had  been  accepted. 

I  am  now  proceeding  with  my  largO 
Hijiary  of  the  Jlate  of  opinions  concerning 
Cbriji  in  the  primitive  times.  But  to  execilK 
tfeis  work  as  I  willi  to  do  it,  and  confiftenClT 
with  my  other  engagements  and  purfuiWi 
will  requ'rc  a  confiderable  time,  hardly  \cb 
than  two  or  three  years.  Nor  will  xBj , 
readers  wonder  at  this,  when  I  inform  thoDt  j 
that  t  am  determined  to  examine  for  myfelf  I 
■every  thing  that  has  been  written  by  MJ 
cbriilian  writer  for  the  firft  five  or  fix  cen- 
turies after  Chrift,  with  the  finglc  view  of 
colliding  from  them  whatever  I  can  4b4 
td  throw  tight  on  this  particular  fubjeft. 
Aftef  tl^,  exunination,  in  which  I  6an 
alread] 
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felrcady  made  confiderable  progrefs,  I  fhall 

carefully  attend  to  whatever  the  moft  re- 

fpe£table  modern  writers  have  advanced  on 

this  fubjedt ;  and  I  (hall  then  compofe  the 

Work  with  all  the  circumfpedtion  that  I  am 

capable  of;  introducing  into  it  any  thing 

,  that  I  (hall  think  proper  from  my  different 

i  publications  in  this  controverfy  (which  I 

;  confider  as  only  anfwering  a  temporary  pur- 

i  pofe)  and  then  abandon  it  to  the  cenfures 

of  my  critics  %  and  I  hope  there  will  not  be 

"Wanting  abler  men  than  Dr.   Horflcy,   to 

difcover,  and  correft, whatever  imperfections 

o^ajr,  after  all,  be  found  in  it. 

I  will  not  rafhly  commit   myfelf  with 

refpeft  to  the  iffue  of  an  enquiry  of  this 

\  extent,  and  that  is  not  yet  completed;  but 

I  can  aiTure  my  readers,  that  I  fee  the  moft 

abundant  caufe  to  be  fatisfied  with  every 

thing  of  confequence  that  I  have  advanced 

in  this  controverfy ;  and  that  I  am  able  to 

produce  much  additional  evidence  for  every 

article  of  it,  as  well  as  a  variety  of  other 

matter  relating  to  the  fubje£t^  which  will 

a  2  throw 
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throw  light  on  the  opinions,  and  tutn  o| 
thinking,  in  early  times. 

■ 

Among  other  particulars^  I  (hall  examiiK 
^s  thoroughly  as  I  can,  thofe  platonic  no- 
tions concerning  God^  and  the  geriei 
fyftem  of  things,  which  prepared  the  wj 
for  the  dodlrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chriftj 
and  of  the  trinity ;  (hewing  how  they  W( 
underftood,  and  how  far  they  were  adopted^? 
by  the  chriftian  writers.  In  the  meaii: 
time,  having  long  given  a  good  deal  of  at-  - 
tention  to  the  fubjedt,  I  will  venture  to  fay,:  i 
that  from  what  Dr.  Horfley  has  dropped- 1 
concerning  Platonifm,  as  well  as  from  the  ] 
admiration  he  has  expreiTedof  it,  he  under-  \ 
jftands  very  little  of  the  matter. 

t 

As  I  now  confider  this  controverfy  as 
clofed,  it  is  probable  that  till  my  larger 
work  be  printed,  the  public  will  hear  no 
more  from  me  on  this  fubjedt.  But  if  any 
thing  more  plaufible  than  has  yet  been 
urged  fl^ould  appear,  I  fhall  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  noticing  it  in  the  Theological  J?^- 

fofitory^ 
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fofitory^  which  I  hope  foon  to  open  again  • 
iand   if  any  perfon  will  give  his  name,  and 
propofe  any  difficulty  whatever  relating  to 
the  prefent  difcufllon,  fo  that  I  fluill  L^z  rea- 
£qtx  to  think  that  it  proceeds  from  a  love  of 
Ittvtli^    and  a  defire  of  information,  I  here 
^omife  that  I  will  fpealc  fully  to  it^  and  I 
gQiall  be  as  explicit  as  I  pofTibly  can.     But 
^  be  more  fo  than  I  have  hitherto  been,  is 
[tmpoflible.    Such  as  I  have  been,  the  public 
;4lhall  always  find  me.     I  have  no  refcrve  or 
.concealment  with  rcfpedl  to  myfelf,  and  I 
fi(faall  always  endeavour  to  prefcrve  as  much 
^teandour  as  poffible  with  regard  to  others. 
f  >But  if  I  have  been  addidted  to  the  artijiccs  and 
[^deceits  that  Dr.  Horfley  fo  vehemently  ac- 
cufes  me  oft  and  if  I  have  aftually  pradtifed 
them  to  the  age  of  fifty,  I  fliall  hardly  lay 
^  theoi  afide  now.     Let  the  public,  there- 
fore,  be  upon  their  guard  agalnft  me,  and 
*«  watch  me  as   narrowly"  as  he  fays,  p. 
39,  is  neceflary.   Great  changes  in  character 
and  habit  feldom  take  place  at.my  age. 

■    In  this  larger  work,  on  which  I  am  now 
employed,  I  find  myfelf,  in  a  great  meafure 

a  3  upon 
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Upon  new  ground.  At  kail,  I  fee  reafon 
think  that  it  has  never  been  fufficiently 
amined  by  any  perfon  who  has  had 
fame  general  views  of  things  that  I  ha! 
Dr.  Lardner,  who  was  as  much  con^ 
iant  with  the  early  chriftian  writers  as 
haps  any  man  whatever,  and  whofe  ieol 
ments  on  the  fubjedt  of  this  controvl 
were  the  fame  with  mine,  yet  had  and 
objedt  in  reading  them.  When  I  appl 
to  him  for  fome  afliftance,  it  was  too  m 
the  clofe  of  his  life;  and  the  few  hint) 
with  which  he  did  furn  fh  me,  relatfl^ 
wholly  to  the  dodrine  of  atonement^  off 
which  he  had  before  publifhed  a  fmall  traft 
of  mine. 


Przipcovius  wrote  upon  this  fubjeft,  but 
what  he  has  advanced  is  very  fhort,  and  very 
imperfedt.  What  Zuicker  did,  I  can  only 
learn  from  Bifhop  Bull,  who  had  not  feen 
all  his  works ;  but  I  fufpedl  that  he  was 
not  mafter  of  all  the  evidence  that  may  b( 
procured  from  a  careful  reading  of  ancien 
writers,  and  a  comparifon  of  the  feveral  cir 
cumilances  to  be  coUeded  from  them  ;  an 
I 
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it  Certainly  requires  no  fmall  degree  of 
patience,  a&  well  as  judgment  and  fagacity, 
to  trace  the  real  ftate  of  the  unitarian 
chriAians  in  early  times  from  the  writings 
of  their  enemies  only.  For  all  their  own 
vritings  are  either  grofily  interpolated,  or 
have  periflied,  except  the  C/^/»f «//««, which 
k  a  work  of  great  curiofity,  and  has  not 
yet  been  fufficiently  confidered.  But  a 
candid  reader  will  make  allowance  for  this 
great  difadvantage,  which,  as  the  hiftorian 
of  the  unitarians,  I  muft  labour  under. 
Who  is  there  that  will  pretend  to  colleft 
from  the  Roman  hiftorians  only,  a  complete 
account  of  the  affairs  of  the  Carthaginians, 
the  maxims  of  their  condudt,  and  the  mo- 
tives of  their  public  tranfadtions,  efpecially 
»n  relation  to  thofe  things  with  refpedt  to 
Which  we  know  that  they  mutually  accufed 
each  other  ? 

The  Clementines  (of  which  the  Recogni- 
tions is  little  more  than  another  edition)  was 
jrobably  written  about  the  time  of  Juilin 
ilartyr.  It  is  properly  a  theological  romance, 
nd  a  fine  compoiition  of  its  kind.  The 
a  4.  author 
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author  was  perhaps  too  proud  of  his 
ties  as  a  writer  ;  but  his  work  is  certiaS 
fuperior  to  any  thing  that  is  now  extan"^ 
that  age,  the  writings  of  Juftin  Martyir. 
no  means  excepted.  It  abounds  with  ci 
rious  circumflances  relating  to  the  cufhiflf 
and  opinions  of  the  times ;  and  on  tbl^ 
account  it  is  flrongly  recommended  (| 
Cotelerius,  the  editor.  He  fays,  tkl 
**  though  it  abounds  with  trifles  and  erroffi 
**  which  had  their  fource  in  a  half  chriftiui 
**  philofophy,  and  herefy,  efpecially  thai 
'*  of  the  Ebionites,  it  may  be  read  with 
**  advantage,  both  on  account  of  thccfc- 
**  gancc  of  the  ftile,  and  the  various  leara- 
^*  ing  that  it  contain>,  and  likewife  for  the 
**  better  undcrflanding  the  dodrine  of  the 
«*  firft  heretics  ^^^Z' 

It  is  remarkable,  not  only  that  the  aujho 
of  this  work,  writing  in  the  names  of  Pct( 

*  Et  vero  qux  damns  Clementina,  licet  nugis,  li 
crroribus  fcaient,  a  femichrilHana  philofophia,  et  haei 
prxcipue  Ebionitica,  profeflis,  non  fine  frufiu  tan 
legentur,  tym  propter  elegantiam  fcrmonis,  turn  n 
tiplicis  dodrinae  caufa,  turn  dcniquc  ad  melius  cogi 
cenda  prim^rum  Hxrefion  dogmata.     Preface* 
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^iLnd  Clement,  makes  them  unitarians,  but, 
;that  in  a  great  variety  of  theological  dif- 
cnfiions  upon  nice  fubjcdls  (in  which  every 
thing  relating  to  the  dodlrine  of  the  Gnof- 
[tics,  as  it  then  ftood,  is  minutely  treated) 
there  is  no  appearance  of  his   having  fo 
much  as  heard  of  the  dodtrine  of  the  per^^ 
i'finificatwn  of  the  logos ^  or  of  the  divinity  or 
fre^exiftence  ofChriJl^  in  any  other  form  than 
|.  that  of  the  Gnoftics,  except  in  fome  parti- 
cular expreflions,  which  Cotelerius  fuppofes 
to  be  the  interpolations  of  fome  Arian.  It  is 
probable,   therefore,   that  though  fome  of 
the  works  of  Juftin  Martyr  might  perhaps 
have   been    extant   when  this  writer    was 
employed  about  his,  they  were  but  little 
known,  or  his  opinions   might  have  been 
adopted  by  few  perfons  only. 


Now  this  writer,  whofe  knowledge  of 
the  ftate  of  opinions  in  his  time  cannot  be 
queftioned,  would  hardly  have  reprefented 
Peter  and  Clement  as  unitarians,  if  he  had 
not  thought  them  to  be  fuch.  Nay,  it 
may  be  inferred  from  the  view  that  he  has 
given  of  their  principles,  that,  fuppofing 

the 
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the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  to  have  exiftn 
in  his  time,  yet  that  Peter,  Clement,  ac 
confequently  the  great  body  of  chriftiai 
in  the  apoftolic  age,  were  generally  though 
to  have  been  unitarians,  as  he  muft  hz\ 
imagined  that  this  circumfbnce  would  coc 
tribute  to  the  credibility  of  his  narrttivi 
A  writer  who  perfonatcs  another,  will  h 
as  careful  as  he  can  to  afcribe  to  him  n 
opinions  but  fuch  as  are  commonly  fup 
pofed  to  be  his  y  for  without  this  the  im 
pofition,  if  any  fuch  was  intended,  coul 
not  anfwer  his  purpofe.  But  I  much  quef 
tion  whether  any  ferious  impofition  wa 
really  intended  by  this  writer.  The  farthe 
confidcration  of  this  fubjedi-,  however,  ', 
refervc  for  my  larger  work. 

To  return  from  this  digreflion,  I  fhal 
obferve,  that,  as  to  the  learned  chriftian 
of  the  lafl  age  (excepting  the  Athanaiians 
they  were  almod  all  Arians,  fuch  as  Dr 
Whitby,  Dr.  Clarke,  Mr.  Whiflon,  Mr 
Jackfon,  Mr.  Pierce,  &c.  In  their  time 
it  was  a  great  thing  to  prove  that  the  doc 
trine  of  the  perfe^ft  equality  of  the  Son  t 

th^ 
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XI 


LcFathcr,  in  all  divine  perfedions,  was  not 

dodiine  of  the  early  ages.     Thofe  wri- 

:r$   could    not,  indeed,    help   perceiving 

of  the  dodrine  of  the  fimpU  humanity 

^^^Qbrifti  but  taking  it  for  granted  that 

^this  was   an   opinion   concerning   him  as 

Uo  low^  as  that  of  the  Athanafians  ' 
yutdo  Aigb,  and  there  being  no  diflinguifhcd 
.idvbcates  for  the  proper  unitarian  do6trine 
in  their  time,  they  did  not  give  futticicnt 
tttention  to  the  circumftances  relating  to 
't*     Thefe  circumftances    it  will    be  my 
^Ufinefs  to  colledt,   and  to  compare ;   and, 
fituated  as  I  am,  it  may  be  depended  upon, 
*Hat  I   fhall  do   it   with  all    the  circum- 
^i^ftion  of  which  I  am  capable. 


Notwithftanding  the  fullncfs  of  my  own 
erfuafion,   I  am  far  from  being  fanguinc 
i^«  my  cxpedlations  with  refpect  to  others, 
^yta  from  the  ftrongeft  evidence  that  I  can 
produce,  of  the  primitive  chriilians  having 
^xca  univerfally,  or  very  generally,  unita- 
rians.    Though  there  do  not  appear  to  be 
fi>  many  learned  Arians  at  prefent  as  there 
*crc  thirty  or  forty  years  ago,  yet  I  am 

well 
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well  aware  that  the  impreflion   made 
their  writings  is  fuch,  as  that  thofe  perft 
who  have  now  the  moft  reputation  for  th^ 
logical    literature  (having,    in  faS,   b( 
their  difciples)  are  very  generally  of  thcii 
opinion,  as  I   myfelf  formerly  was;    and] 
therefore  that  there  is  at  prefent,  as  inig] 
well  be   expected,   a  general  prepoflefliQi^ 
againft  me  among  the  more  learned  cbrif-.j 
tians,  with  refpedl  to  this  argument. 

I  am  alfo  not  fo  ignorant  of  hiftory,  orof 
human  nature,  as  not  to  be  fenfible,  that  J 
time  is  requifite  to  make  any  conliderable 
change  even  in  the  opinions  of  the  learned, 
though  it  certainly  requires  more  time  to 
produce  an  equal  change  in  tholc  of  thtf 
unlearned ;  and  with  refpeft  to  moft  per- 
sons who  are  advanced  in  life,  it  is  hardly 
to  be  expedlcd  from  any  force  of  argu- 
ment. But  in  the  laft  ten  years  a  very 
great  change  has  been  made  in  the  opinions 
vf  thofe  who  have  given  much  attention  to 
theological  matters,  and  the  number  of 
unitarians  is  greatly  increafed.  'A  learned 
Trinitarian  is  almoft  a  phenomenon  in  thifi 

country^ 
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luntry,  and  learned  Arlans  are  much  fewer 
lan  tbey  have  been*.  And  when  the 
fioricai  arguments  in  favour  of  proper  uni- 
rianifm,  which  have  hitherto  been  very 
luch  overlooked,  fiiall  be  duly  attended  to, 
pecially  that  which  arifes  from  the  con- 
deration  of  the  great  body  of  the  cpmmon 
eople  among  chriftians  having  thought 
iXt  Chrift  was  fimply  a  man  infpired  ofGod^ 
nd  their  having  had  no  knowledge  of  his 
'rt-exiftetice,  the  conclufion  that  fuch  a 
[oieral  perfuafion  muft  have  been  derived 
rom  the  apoftles  having  taught  no  other 
loflrine,  will  not  eafily  be  avoided.  It  will 
Ifo  weigh  much  with  thofe  who  are  apt 
3  lay  great  ftrefs  on  the  ufual  conftrudion 
f  feme  particular  texts,  to  conlider,  that, 
1  thofc  early  times,  the  fcriptures  were 
onftantly  read  by  perfons  better  qualified 
3  underftand  the  language  of  them  than 

*  By  a  Uarned  Trinitarian  or  jfrian,  I  do  not  niciin  a 
annlio  haa  merely  claffical  Ji'teraiure,  any  more  ihan 
mliematical  or  philofopliical  knowledge  ;  but  one  who, 
iving  a  compeient  knowledge  of  tlie  learned  languagei, 
s  made  Iktolegy  and  ecdefiajlical  hijlory  his  principal 
idy.  And  I  much  qucflion  whether  ihii  has  been  the 
te-viih  PoAoi  HotIIc;'. 


x\v  THE      PREFACE; 

we  at  this  time  can  pretend  to  be,  wi 
out  fuggefting  any  fuch  notions  of 
divinity,  or  the  prc-exiftcnce  of  Ch 
as  are  now  fuppofed  to  be  clearly  con- 
tained in  them.  When  thefe,  I  &y,  and  ^ 
other  fimilar  arguments,  fhall  have  bid  ^ 
time  to  operate^  they  will,  I  am  confident, 

■ 

meet  with  Icfs  ob(lru£tion  continually,  and  ^ 
produce  a  flill  greater  change  in  ten  yein 
to  come. 

i 

As  the  dodrine  of  the  pre-exiftencft  of  (j 
Chrill  came  in  with  philofophical  and  fpc- 
culative  people,  and  required  many  ccntu* 
ries,  and  thofe  years  of  grofs  darknefs,  be- 
fore it  laid  firm  hold  on  the  minds  of  the 
common  people,  it  will  certainly  remain 
a  long  time  with  them  ;  and  a  difpofi« 
tion*  to  accommodate  to  thefe  will  likewifc 
operate  to  quicken  the  zeal  of  many  teachcrt 
of  chriftianity  in  its  defence.  This  will 
no  do'ibt,  protra6l  the  aera  of  reformatiofli 
towards  which  the  enlightened  friends  o* 
chriftianity  look  forwards  with  confident* 
and  joy,  to  a  more  diftant  period. 


D  the  mean  time,  it  is  a  great  £itisfic-'; 
t  to  reded,  that,  vhaterer  (tifficulttet 
'  lie  in  the  way  ot  troth,  no  proper  ef- 
:  to  remove  xh^m  caa  be  Without  its 
&.  So  regidir  are  the  laws  of  natorct 
edingevcD  the  honian  mind^'and  -dw 
nences  ta^whtch  it  is  expofed,  that  do 
eavonrs  to  inilru(A  or  reform  the  world 
be  wholly  loft.  Like  feed  thrown  into 
grouod,  they  may  Jtem  to  be  loft,  but 
Joe  time,  if  the  foil  be  good,  and  other 
:amil:aiices  favourable  (and  for  thefe 
ngs,  we,  who  fcatter  our  feed  promifcu-^ 
ily,  mufl  take  our  chance)  the  harveft 
11,  in  its  proper  feafon,  be  abundant. 
lis  confideratioD  should  encourage  all  the 
lourers  in  the  great  field  of  mankind  to 
w  ttj  6oj>ef  and  to  Jbw  in  hope  j  that,  if 
i  we,  at  leaft  our  poftcrity,  may  become 
lakers  of  our  hope.      \  Cor.  ix.  lo. 

I  call  already  perceire  that  ieveral  per- 
is of  more  ingenuous  difpofitions  among 
'  Arian  friends  are  much  ftruck  with 
Qe  of  the  circumftances  which  I  have 
>ught  to  light,  and  others  have  had 
-ir  objeddons  completely  removed  \  fo 
that 
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that  I  am  not  without  hope  that  a  mach 
greater  number  will  think  as  I  now  da 
when  my  larger  nvork  (hall  be  published  5 
cfpecially   if  a  fufiicient   degree  of  atten- 
tion  be  excited  to  the  fubjeft.      In  thif 
view   I   am    truly  thankful    for  what  has 
already  been    done  by  Dr.   Horfley,    and 
the  Monthly  Reviewers,   and  on  this  ac- 
count  I   ilncerely   wifh    that   their    credit- ; 
and  influence  were  more  confiderable  and- 
extenfive  than  they  are.     This  oppofition, 
and  the  cffed  of  it  abroad,  will  contribute 
to   make  the    controverfy   better   known; 
and  though  the  truth  may  be  borne  down 
for  a  time,  it  will  be  the  more  firmly  efta- 
blirtied  in  confequcnce  of  it,   in  the  end-  , 
It  is  like  finking  a  piece  of  cork,   which, 
with  the  greater   force  it  is  plunged  un- 
der water,  with  the  greater  force  and  ce- 
lerity it  will  recover  its  natural  place.    It 
is  with   great   tranquility    and  fatisfaflion 
that  I  look  forward  towards  this  period ; 
and  I  fliould  not  be  qualified  to  appear  be- 
fore the  public  at  all,  if,  in  the  mean  time, 
I  could  not  look  upon  fuch  an  oppofition 
as  I  have  hitherto  experienced  with  a  mix- 
ture of  iudifi'ercnce  and  contempt. 
-   .  Whctt 


im 
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When  ifais  ^nveftigatioa  (hall  be  com* 
\j  finiibwl^  it  willy  |>robahlyi  bQ  mattor 
[^furprise  to  xnany»  that  it  was  npt  fponc^ 
njKicovered,  that  the  unitarians  mufi  bm)^ 
'J^p  and  certaii^jF  were,  the  great  bo4y  of 
ipBupon  chriftiahs  till  after  the  council  of 
|Gce.  It  may  even  be  faid^  that  there  was 
fny  little  n^rit  indeed^  in  proving  a  thing 
^  extremely  obviousj)  and  that  many  othef 
ftribns  had  proved  it  quite  as  well  before.  | 
ifhall,  if  I  live  tp  fee  it,  rejoice  in  this  change  of 
opinion,  let  who  will  have  contributed  to  it. 

In  the  mean  time,  what  is  all  the  oppofi-* 
tbn  that  a  man  can  meet  with^  from  what^^ 
tvcr  perfons,  aqd  in  whatever  form  it  b$ 
Cvried  on,  when  weighed  again  (I  the  f\j([\ 
{onvidlion  of  his  own  mind,  arifing  frqm  4 
fiur  and  careful  examination  ?  And  with 
icfped  to  the  judgment  of  the  Public^  (hf 
cfied  of  any  mode  of  oppofition  is  only 
tW^ppr^iry.  What  did  the  unqus^liiied 
ipprobation  of  all  the  defenders  of  4 
^etended  c^^mQn /enje,  by  the  Monthly 
Ipv^^wera  of  thai  day^  4q  fof  the  49^ine  ? 

b  Has 
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Has  it   now  any  advocates  ?     Thofe 
viewers  quote,  without  the  leaft  fufpicii 
of  any  thing  amifs,  even  Dr.  Ofwald's 
futation  of  the  only  fatisfaftory  argument  foTj 
the  being  of  a  God»  viz.  from  the  confident 
tion  of  caufe  and  effeSl.      But  what  has  it 
availed  in  the  ifTue  ?     And  what  (ignii 
the  rancour  with  which   they  treated  a^l 
defence  of  the  true  common  fenfe  agaioE^ 
the  fpurious  one  ?    Though  much  admired 
in  its  day,  it  has  not  been  in  their  power  tb 
refcue  it  from  oblivion. 

\ 
Though  Dr.   Horfley  is  determined  to 
make  no  reply  to  me  (and,   indeed,  unlcfs 
he  was  better  informed  with  refpeftto  this 
fubje(ft,  it  is   more  advifable  for  him  \0  ^ 
leave  the  field  to  abler  writers)  he  is  ac 
countable  to  the  Public  for  milleading  them» 
as  he  has  done  with  refpedl  to  fa£is  in  an- 
cient hiftory,  and  for  his  defamation  of  the 
illuftrious  dead;    as  well  as  for  his  want  of 
common  candour,  and  his  mifreprefentations 
as  to  the  living.  If  he  be  an  honefl  man,  and 
of  an  ingenuous  mind^  hemufl,  in  fome  mode 

or 
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r  other^  either  refute  this  charge,  or  ac« 
Aowledge  the  jjlftn^fs  of  it.  He  fays,  with 
tfpcA  to  me,  p.  6.  "A  writet-  of  whom 
"  it  is  bnce  proved  that  he  is  ill  informed 
^*  apon  his  fabjefi:,  has  no  right  to  demand 
^  a  farther  hearing."  To  which  of  us  two 
obfervation  bcft  applies,  let  others 
ge.  When  he  has  read  thefe  Letters  (if 
^^  (hould  think  proper  to  read  them  at  all) 
life  will,  I  prefume,  be  a  little  better  in- 
farmed  than  he  is  at  prefent ;  and  then  I 
^fiiallhave  no  objection  to  his  having  an* 
;Whcr  hearing,  but  I  (hall  not  think  myfelf 
bound  to.  reply. 

^    As    to   the    Monthly   Reviewer,    Mr. 

;  Badcock,  if  he  fhould  ever  really  ftudy  the 

febjedt  of  this  controverfy    (which  it  is 

evident  enough  he  has  not  done  yet)  he 

will  find  that  he  is  miflaken  with   refped 

to  every  part  of  it ;  and  if  ever  he  comes  to 

tefleft  upon  his  condudt  in  this  bufinefs  in 

a  moral  light,  he  will   feel   more  than  I 

ihould  wifh  him,  or  any  man  to  do,  except 

for  his  own  good. 

b  a  I  ihall 
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I  (hall  clofe  this  preface  with  remindi 
the  reader^  that  he  fhoul4  carefully  di 
tinguifh  with  refped:  to  the  ,importafue 

the  difTeFcnt  articles  that  are  bow  the  fhb^j 

_  /i 

je£t  of  dircuflion.  To  prevent^ any  mat(riil| 
miftake  of  this  kind,  I  publifhed  a  fmaO^ 
pamphlet,  in  titled,  j4  General  View  tfM 
Arguments  for  the  Unity  of  God,  and  agtiajt^ 
the  Divinity  and  Pre-exifience  of  Chrift,  Jri0 
Reafon,  from  the  Scriptures^  and  from  B^ 
tory  I  that  when  any  advantage  Oiouldte 
gained,  either  by  myfelf,  or  my  antagoniib, 
it  might  be  feen  at  once  what  the  amouot 
of  it  really  was,  and  be  eftimated  accord- 
ingly. To  this  fmall  piece,  and  efpecially 
the  Maxims  of  hijiorical  Criticifm^  contained 
in  it,  and  in  my  former  Letters  to  Dr* 
HorJIey,  I  wi(h  that  particular  attention 
may  be  given  in  the  eourfe  of  this  con- 
troverfy,  whether  carried  on  by  myfelf  or 
others. 


Large  works,  particularly  of  the  hifto- 
rical  kind,  were  never  yet  known  to  be  free 
from  miflakes.    The  fubjeft  of  my  Hijhny 

ft 
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^  tbe  €!orruptions  (ff  Cbtifiianity  was  fo  com- 
lezy  and  my  attention  was  of  courfe  di« 
rided  among  fuch  a  variety  of  different 
Vticles^  and  the  materials  were  collected  at 
tfis  diftance  of  fo  many  years,  that  I  really 
!iondcr  that  it  has  efcaped  fo  well  as  it  has 
jAne;  not  one  tniftake  having  been  difco- 
Itttd  in  it,  that  at  all  affedts  my  general 
fefign.  What  are  all  the  errors  put  to- 
|tther  compared  to  that  grofs  one  which 
(  have  ihewn  Mofheim  and  Dr.  Horfley 
0  have  fallen  into  \  and  yet  the  credit  of 
ilolheim's  hiftory  will  not  be  materially 
JStdted  by  it  on  the  whole  ?  It  is  a  work 
hat  I  fhall  not  fcruple  to  quote  myfelf,  as 
[  may  have  occafion,  making  due  allowance 
br  the  author's  peculiar  prejudices.  The 
candid  reader  will  make  the  fame  allowance 
forme.  Time,  however,  will  (hew  what 
the  overfights  have  been.  Thefe  will,  of 
courfe,  be  corrected,  and  what  remains  will 
ftand  the  firmer  on  that  account. 

Though  I  cannot  fay  to  Dr.  Horfley, 
IS  he  does  to  me,  p.  9.  **  I  ihould  have 
'  more  than  a  fingle  remark  to  make  on 

b  ^  '*  almoft 
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*^  almoft  every  fcntence  of  every  one  of 
^*  ten  letters,"  it  would  have  been  cafy 
me,  from  the  materials  that  I  have  all 
coUeded,  to  have  extended  this  publicaticMl 
to  a  much  greater  length.      But  I  do  not 
chufe,  in  thefe  temporary  pieces,  to  foreflii- 
my  larger  work ;  though  I  think  it  maf  bfe 
of  ufe  to  produce  fo  much  of  what  I  hwfe 
collected,  as  may  tend  to  excite  a  mtilre  ge^ 
neral  attention  to  the  fubjed,   and  infilp 
others  to  engage  in  the  fame  inquiry ;  that 
when   I  do  publifli  that  Work,  I  may  find 
more  readers  properly  prepared  to  judge  of 
it  than  there  appear  to  be  at  prefent.    For 
that  there  are  at  prefent  thofe  who  are  not 
thus  prepared,   there  cannot   be  a  clearer 
indication,  than  that   the  writings  of  Mr^ 
Badcock  and  Dr.  Horfley  in  this  contro- 
verfy  have  found  admirers.     Indeed,  if  I 
had  not  had  the  object  above-mentioned, 
and  alfo  thought  that  their  animadverfions 
gave  me  a  good  opportunity  of  producing 
additional  evidence  for  what  I  had  advanced 
in  my  Hijlory  of  the  Corruptions  cfCbriftiamiy^ 
I  ihould  not  have  troubled  myfelf  with  re- 
plying to  their  objeftipns,  or  abufe.     If  I 

had 
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|uid  left  all  their  darts  (licking  in  my 
Hnickler*  they  would  not  have  retarded  tny 
jrogrefs. 


-  I 


At  all  events,  I  wi(h  the  mod  rigoroos 
^vcftigation   of  this    fubjcA   to  proceed, 

rhatever  may  be  the  confequence  with 
[jsfped  to  my  opinions,  or  myfelf ;  as  I 

jOD  fincerely  adopt  the  prayer  of  Ajax» 
[  quoted  by  me  in  my  firfl  controverfy  with 

Pr.  Brown, 

If  i'i  f  All  ly  oMrc^or, 

Horn.  II.  Lib.  xviL  v»  646. 

Give  me  but  day,  let  light  the  truth  difclofe ; 
Though  mi  its  beams  confound,  and  not  mjfoiS* 


Since  the  whole  of  this  treatife  was  fcnt 
to  the  prefs,  I  have  feen  a  poflhumous  piece 
of  Dr.  Lardner's,  juft  publiflfied,  intitled. 
Four  DifcQurfes  on  Phil,  iu  4,  —  12. 
which  I  cannot  omit  this  opportunity  of 
mod  earaeftly  recommending  to  all  my 
readers.  It  is  written  with  that  limplicity 
and  modefty  which  diftinguifh  all  his  writ- 

b  4  ingS| 
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ings ;  ftnd  t  (hould  think  it  can&ot  fail 
tMkt  a  great  impreflion  bii  thofe  whi 
minds  are  at  all  open  to  conviftion^  in 
vour  of  the  dodtrine  of  the  fimple  humanit 
6f  Chrift.      This  he  generally  calls  ^i 
Nazarein,    and   fometimes    the    Unit 
db^nty  a^  oppbltd  both  to  the  THnil 
rian  and  the  Arian  fchetih^,  which  ht  pi^k'&j 
ticularly  cohfiders.     *'  This/*  he  fays,  ft^ 
^b,  *^  feems  to  be  the  plaineft>  and  moftt 
"  fimple  fcheme  of  all ;  and  it  is  generaHf 
'^  allowed  to  have  been  the  belief  of  the 
••  Nazarean  chriftians,  or  the  Jewiih  be-    ■ 
«•  lievcrS/* 

Fbr  the  convenience  of  the  reader,  I  have 
fubjoined  to  this  preface,  a  ihort  ftate  of 
the  different  opinions  held  by  Dr.  Horflcy 
and  niyfelf  on  the  fubjed  of  this  contro- 
verfy;  and  alfo  iin  account  of  the  time  id 
which  the  principal  ectlefiaflical  writers, 
and  other  perfons  whofe  names  mofl  fre- 
quently occur  in  the   courfe  of  it,    flou- 
rifhed.     This  will  alfo  be  ufeful  to  the 
readers  of  my  Hijiory  of  the  Corruptions  of 
Cbriftianity. 

Havings 
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Having^  in  the  courfe  <i(  this  controverfy, 
[W  occafion  very  carefully  to  revife  that 
part  of  the  Hiftory  which  relates  to  the 
jperfon  of  Chrift^  X  can  affure  the  reader^ 
that  I  fee  oo  reafon  to  make  any  more  than 
the  following  correSions  and  alterations  i 
which,  coniidering  the  difficulty,  and  ex- 
tent of  the  undertaking,  will,  I  think,  be 
deemed  to  be  very  inconfiderable,  and,  upon 
the  whole,  by  no  means  unfavourable  to  my 
principal  objedt, 

N«B.  f^J  dgniits /torn  tb$  totiom  §/ tin  fSft. 

P.  7 . 1.  8.  (3)  after  Nazarems^  read  anJ  it  may  hi  infimA 
frm  Origin^  Epiphaniui^  and  Eufibius^  that  tbi^  (fc* 

P.  9. 1.  2'  f^^^  0"  account  of  the  errors  it  contained^  and 
thefi  errors  could  be  no  other  than  the  unitarian  doSrine. 

P.  19.  1.  2.  after  corrupted^  add  and  as  tbefe  unitarian; 
art  called  idiota  (common  and  ignorant  people)  by  Ter^ 
tullian,  it  is  more  natural  to  look  for  ancient  opinions  among 
them  than  among  the  learned^  who  ore  more  apt  to  innovate* 
With  fuch  manifejl  unfairnefs  does  Eufebius^  or  a  more  em* 
dent  writer  J  whofe  fentiments  he  adopts^  treat  the  unitarians^ 

lb.  1.  6.  iox  fuccejfor^  iZ2ApredectJfor. 

P.  29. 1.  9.  &c.  {b)  dele  all  within  the  parenthefis. 

P«  3s  •  1<  3*  (3)  dele,  is  not  quoted  by  Irenecus  and,  bfc. 

p.ss. 
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« 

^«  55*  Uy-  (£)rcad/i«;iiNiffr/0ft..:,  . ;    ■ 

P.  74;  1.  6.  del^,  According  id  Bfipbamuit  .ifid 

end  of  the  fcnten^e. 

...  ..  .       , 

P.  99.  L  6.  {h)  read  ibai  thm  majt  be  Q$d^  sht 
vnfdom^  man. 

'  p.  ii6.  I.  M,  For  mr  Lord,  read  thtLmt.  • 

-y-  ■■  ■       ■     . 

ip   VOL.     n. 

p.  It.  1.  10.  read,  h  ibis  age  thi table  on  ntbicb  k 
€ekbraU(l  was  called  the  mji/lical  table,  and  Th'eopblmt] 
tobcm  Jerem  ^  if  the  epijlk  be  genuine)  wt^tes^  fajs^  ti 
very  utenfils^  fcff , 

For  this  laft  correfllon,  I  am  obliged  to  the  writer  if  j 
the  Critical  ReYiew;  and  I  (ha)t  be  thankful  to  anjr  of  1 
leaders  for  the  notice  of  any  other  overfight,  from  whU' 
a  worL  of  thi$  extent  could  not  be  expelled  to  be  exemft,^^ 

K.  B.  A  copy  of  thefe  ^orredions  will  be  given  to  tlie'jpVt 
^fers  of  the  Hrfttry. 


,  » 
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fALOGUE  of  tb€ principal  Eccl^ialti€4d 
rsy  &7r.  of  Or  the  Apcftolic  jlge,  wilb  $be 
when  they  fiourijbed^  chiefy  frrnn  Cave's 
iria  Literaria. 


B         A    Tl 

lOI 

Beryllus                  430 

arp 

io8 

Dipnyfius  (of  Alek^ 

- 

no 

^ndria)        ?    '     xLs^j 

- 

I20 

Cyprian                    ^48 

LIS 

125 

Noetus         •           250 

- 

130 

Novatian        -         251 

artyr 

140 

Gregory  of  Neo- 

- 

167 

cefarea                   252 

lus 

168 

Paul  of  Samofata    .  260 

311 S 

170 

SabeUius         -         26b 

IS 

172 

Manes            -          277 

- 

172 

Arnobiu$         -         ^3 

oras 

177 

Laftantius                 ^oj; 

1 

187 

Arius            -           3^5 

:us  of 

Eufebius  Pamphilus 

itium 

192 

the  hiftorian          315 

\  Alexan- 

Athanafius                 326 

\ 

192 

MarccUus  of  Ancyra  330 

an 

192 

Photiniis                   344 

:hus 

201 

Cyril  of  Jcmfalem    350. 

- 

2^0 

Hilary          ^          354 

'tUS 

220 

Eunoniius             '    360 

• 

230. 

ApoUinarius  (fen.  J   362 

Epiphanius 

i 


I 
■ 

Epipbjuiius  368    Pelagiui    ^ 


Optitus  -  36^ 
B*fil  -  370 

Gregory  (Nyflcn)  370 
Grcgqi7(Nazianzen)37o 
A|>ollinarius  (jun.)  370 
Mlbrolc  374 

Jcrom  378 

Auftin  '^         396 

Chryfoftom  398 

Sulpicius  Sevcrus     401 


TheodcMM  of 
Mofifntftui      I 

CyrUofAkttarijI 
Tbeodoret 

Neftorius 

Eutyches 

Claudianus  Mt« 

menus 

Facun4u9 

Gregory  the  Otttk 


*»  M 


fbe  fimt  in  alpbabetical  Order. 


Ambrofe 

374 

Claudianus  Ma- 

Apollinarius^  fen. 

36a 

mertus 

jun. 

370 

Clemens  Alexan- 

Afius 

315 

drinus 

Arnobius 

303 

Cyprian 

Aftemon 

187 

Cyril  of  Alexandria 

AfVisinsifiiK 

326 
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Athenagoras 

177 

Dionyfius  of 

Auftin 

396 

Alexandria 

Bafil 

370 

Epiphanius 

Balilides 

120 

Eunomius 

Beiyllus 

230 

Eufebius  Pamphilus 

Caius 

1 

210 

Eutyches 

ChryfoftQm 

398 

Facundus 

« 

Grq 
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iry  the  Gredc 

590 

Optatus 

368 

—  of  Ncocc- 

Origen 

ajo 

:a 

251 

Papias 

no 

—  Naziaift- 

Paul  ofSamo&ta 

260 

i 

370 

Pelagius 

405 

-.-  Nyflen 

370 

Photinus 

^ 

fippuft 

170 

Polycarp 

108 

■ 

354 

Sabellius 

%io 

olytus 

a2o 

Sulpicius  Sevema 

401 

ius 

lOI 

Symmachus 

201 

d            ^ 

378 

Tatian 

172 

fUS        -           - 

^67 

Tertullian 

192 

I  Martyr 

140 

Theodorec 

4*5 

fntius 

J03 

Theodorus  of 

j»         .        - 

277 

MopfuefUa 

407 

cUus  of  Ancyra  330 

Theodocu^  of 

ion 

130 

Byzantium 

192 

anus 

174 

Thcophilus  of 

>rius 

428 

Antioch 

168 

us 

250 

Valentinus 

125 

idan      •   •« 

251 

tbt 
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The  different  Opinions  of  l3r.  Horsley  ani  E» 

Pribstley,  briefly  fiatkd. 

'X'  H  AT  my  readers  nlay  more  eafily  form 

clear  and  comprehcnfive  idea  of  the  nMrii 
and  extent  of  this  controverfy,  I  fhall,  in  tbifj 
place^  brieBy  ftate  the  principal  articles  on  whickj 
Dr.  Horfley  and  myfelf  hold  different  opinions/; 

1.  Dr.  Horfley  ihfifts  upon  it,  that  the  faitH 
of  the  primitive  chriftian  church  muft  have  been 
trinitarian,  becaufe  that  doftrine  appears  in  the 
writings  of  Barnabas  and  Ignatius.  I  fay  thaq 
admitting  thefe  works  to  be  genuine  in  the  nuaii 
they  bear  evident  marks  of  interpolation  with  \ 
refpcft  to  this  very  fubjeft,  and  therefore  the  ] 
conclufion  is  not  juft, 

2.  Dr.  Horfley  fays,  that  thofe  who  arc  called 
ihionitts^  did  not  exifl  in  the  age  oTthe  apoftlcs," 
and  alfo  that,  though  they  believed  the^fimpW' 
humanity  of  Chrifl,  they  probably  held  fomc 
fnyflerious  exaltation  of  his  nature  after  his  afccn- 
fion,  which  made  him  the  objeft  of  prayer  to 
them.     I  fay  the  Ebionites  certainly  exifted  in. 
the  time  of  the  apoflles,  and  that  this  notion  of 
their  holding  fuch  an  exaltation  of  his  nature,  as 
to  make  him  the  objeft  of  prayer,  is  highly  im- 
probable. 


fhe  £ffenMt  Opm«ns,  ^t.  ktxl 

'  3.  Dr.  Horflcy  fays,  that  thoTe  who  are  called 
iftxareats  by  the  early  chriflian  writers,  believed 
lie  divinity  of  Chrift,  that  the/  did  not  exitt  tilt 
tfitr  the  time  of  Adrian,  and  had  their  name 
fcim  the  i^actf  where  they  fettled  in  the  North 
«f  Galilee,  after  they  were  then  dtiven  from  Je- 
nlalem.  I  maintain  that  thefe  Nazarenes  no 
faott  believed  the  divinity  of  Chrift:  than  the 
^onitesi  and  that,  together  with  them,  they 
1^  fuppofed,  by  the  chriftian  Fathers,  to  have 
ekifted  in  the  tirne  of  Che  apoftles* 

4-  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that  there  was  a  church 
6f  Orthodox  Jcwift  chriftians  at  Jeriifalem,  after 
ttc  time  of  Adrian  ;  for  that  the  body  of  Jcwifti 
thiiftians,  who  had  before  obierved  the  law  o( 
Moles,  abandoned  their  cereniOni«  after  the  dc- 
ftroftion  of  the  place,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony,  fettled  there  by 
Adrian.  Origcn  who  afTerts  that  the  Jcwifh 
cWiftians  had  not  abandoned  the  laws  and  cuf- 
toms  of  their  anceftors.  Dr.  HorQcy  fays  muft 
bave  known  the  contrary,  and  therefore  alTcried 
a  wilful  falfliood.  I  fay  that  Adrian  expelled  all 
Ae  Jews,  whether  chrillians  or  not,  from  Jerufa- 
lem,  that  the  chriltian  church  afterwards  fettled 
at  Jerufalem  confiftcd  wholly  of  Gentile  con- 
verts, and  that  the  teftimony  of  Origen,  agree- 
ing with  this,  is  highly  worthy  of  credit. 

5.  Dr.   Hordey  maintains,   that  though   he 

finds  no  unitarians  in  the  apoftollc  age,  a  cen-~ 

■      3  furc 
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fure  was  intended  for  them  by  the  apoftle  Joha  id 
the  phrafe  Clfrifi  tgm  in  tbt  fiejb.     I  a0ert  thar^ 
she  unitarians  did  odOT  in  grcit:  numbers  in  liue 
time  of  John,  bpt  that  tw  did  not  cenfure  thenn 
«t  «11  V  and  that  the  phrafe  Cbrifi  cami  m  the_fitfr^  J 
relates  to  the  Gnoftics  only, 

6.  Dr.  Horfley  •flem,  that  the  unitarians, 
the  time  that  tjiey  made  their  appearance, 
confidered  as  btretics  by  the  orthodox  chriftiso^ 
and  not  admitted  to  communion  with  them,  lai 
particularly  that  they  were  included  by  Juftia 
Mvtyr  among  thofe  heretics  whom  he  charga      i 
vith  htafpbmy,    I  a0ert  that  in  Juflin's  time,  uid      | 

*  much  later,  the  unitarians  were  not  deemed  )»• 
retics  at  all*  thA  Juftin  did  not  even  allude  a 
tiottarians  in  either  of  his  two  accounts  of  heraia 
in  j^enerait  And  ^^^^  the  i>la/fiemy  he  fpeaks  ofre< 
fpcfted  the  Gnoftics  only. 

7.  Though  Tertullian  fays   the  idlot/c,  who 
ipere  the  greater  part  of  chriftians  were  uniu- 

.  lians,  and  Oiocked  at  the  doftnne  of  the  trinity, 
Pr.  Horfley  aflcrts  that  he  only  meant  to  include 
a  fmall  number  of  them  in  that  clafs,  and  thoft 
lb  ignorant  and  ftupid  as  to  deferve  to  be  csUcd 
idti$s,  I  maintain  that  by  idiota  he  only  meaot 
unieemed perfons,  01  fer/oas  in  private  life -,  audi 
alfo  maintain  that  even  in  Origen's  time,  and  long 
after,  a  great  part  of  thefe  chriftians  were  uniti- 
rians,  and  in  communion  with  the  catholic 
church;  that  the  term  bfrefy  was  long  ufed  a.\ 
I  fynonymooi 


Dr.  H$rflef  and  Dr.  Priejihy.  xxxiii 

rynonymous  to  Gnefticifm,  and  that  the  original 
irfe  of  the  term  frequently  occurs  even  after  the 
unitarians  were  deemed  to  be  heretics. 

8.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that  by  the  Jews  who 
held  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  Athanafuis 
meant  the  unbelieving  Jews  only,  and  that  the 

.  Gentiles  who  were  by  them  converted  to  that 
ftdicf,  were  unbclievins;  Gentiles.  I  fay  the 
'  Jews  were  cbriltian  Jews,  and  their  converts 
diridian  Gentiles. 

9.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that  the  Jews  in 
«ur  Saviour's  tin^e,  believed  in  the  doctrine 
of  the  trinity,  that  they  expcrtctl  the  Iccond 
pcrfon  in  the  trinity  as  their  McfTiah,  and  that 
diey  changed  their  opinion  concerning  him 
when  the  chriftians  applied  it  to  Chrift.  I  fay  ^ 
that  the  Jews  were  alv/ays  unitarians,  that  they 
txpefted  only  a  man  for  their  MefTiah,  and  thut 
they  never  changed  their  opinion  on  that  fubjccl. 

10.  Dr.  Horfley  f^iys  tliat  the  apoftles  con- 
fidered  Chrift  as  being  God  from  the  rime  that 
they  confidercd  him  as  the  Mefliah.  I  fay  that 
they  confidered  him  as  a  mere  many  v/hen  they 
received  him  as  the  Mcfiiah,  and  that  we  find 
no  evidence  in  their  hiftory,  or  in  their  writings, 
that  they  ever  changed  that  opinion  concerning 
him. 

c  XI.  Dr. 


xuir  th  different  Opimmu  ef 

II.  Dr.  Horfley  denies  that  the  orthodox  fa 
before  the  council  of  Nice»  held  that  the  logos 
been  an  attribute  of  the  deity,  and  then  aflui 
a  proper  perfonality  \  and  fays  that  all  that 
meant  by  the  generation  of  the  fon^  was  the  ^Jj^ 
of  bis  powers  in  the  produAion  of  material  beings* 
I  aflert,  that  by  this  generation^  they  certainly  nwiBCj 
a  change  of  ftate  in  the  logos,  viz.  from  a  mdij 
attribute^  fuch  as  reafon  is  in  man,  to  a  /n^ 
ferfon^  and  that  in  their  opinion  this  was  nudk 
with  a  view  to  the  creation  of  the  world. 

la.  Dr.  Horfley  can  find  no  difference  b^ 
tween  this  doftrine  of  the  perfonification  of  the 
logos,  and  the  peculiar  opinions  of  the  Ariaofi  \ 
I  aflcrt  that  they  were  two  fchemes  diredly  op-  ; 
pofcd  to  each  other,  and  fo  clearly  defined,  ii 
never  to  have  been  confounded  or  miitaken. 

• 

13.  Dr.  Horfley  alTerts,  that  it  feems  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  all  the  Fathers,  and  is  Ukc*-  j 
wife  agreeable  to  the  fcriptures,  that  the  fccond  J 
perfon  in  the  trinity  had  his  origin  from  the  fiift 
perfon  contemplating  his  own  perfe&ions.    I  - 
challenge  him  to  produce  any  authority  what- 
ever, ancient  or  modern,  for  that  opinion. 

14.  Dr.  Horfley  maintains  that,  though  the 
three  perfons  in  the  trinity  have  each  of  them  aU 
the  perfeftions  of  deity,  the  Father  is  the  fountain 
of  the  divinity,  and  has  fome  unknown  pre-emi* 

nence. 


Dr^  iktih  «»'  -Dr.  PriefUtf.  »xv 

Knee.  I  aflfert  that  this  pre-eminence  is  incon- 
Iftmt  with  the  proper  equality ^  and  that  if  they 
be  properly  equaJi  they  mull  ncceflarily  be  three 
^ods  u  well  u  three  perlbns. 

1 5 .  Dr.  Horfley  fays,  that  prayer  for  fuccour  la 
aternal  profecution,  fceins  with  particular  pro- 
friety  to  be  addrefled  to  the  Son.  I  fay  that 
this  is  altogether  a  diftin<Stion  of  his  own,  and 
lu  no  countenance  in  fcripture  precept  or 
example,  nor,  indeed,  in  thofe  of  the  primitive 
<hurch, 

]6..  Dr.  Horfley  maintuns  that  the  unitarians  do 
*ot  even  pretend  that  the  ^neral  tenor  of  fcrip* 
ture  is  in  their  favour,  that  they  cannot  produce 
any  text  that  plainly  contains  their  dodrinc, 
but  that  they  derive  it  wholly  from  particular 
paflagcs,  to  which  they  give  a  figurative  inter- 
pretation. Whereas  I  maintain  that  the  unita- 
rians have  always  appealed  to  the  general  tenor 
>f  fcripture,  and  the  plain  language  of  it  \  and  on 
Jie  contrary,  that  the  trinitarians  cannot  find 
•beir  do£b-in£  either  in  the  general  tenor,  or 
nanyclearteztsof  fcripture^ but  that  they  deduce 
t  from  particular  expreflions,  and  circumftances, 
rhich,  when  rightly  expluned,  do  by  no  means 
.uthQrize  their  condulions, 

17.  Dr.  Horfley  fays,  that  the  difference  bc- 

ween  the  unitarians  and  the  Mahometans  is  fo 

c  9  fmall. 


xxxvi  ^be  differeni  Opinions^  ifc.  ^ 

fmall,  and  fuch  advances  were  made  towards  thi 
Mahometans  by  the  unitarians  of  the  laft  age,  thiil 
there  is  good  ground  to  think,  that  the  unidK* 
rians  will  foon  acknowledge  the  divine  mifliM 
of  Mahomet.     He  alfo  reprefcnts  chriftianity  on 
the   principles   of  unitarianifm,   as   inferior  to 
deifm,   and  when  joined  with  materialifm^  U( 
highly  favourable  to  atheifm.     Such  chargei  m 
thefe,  I  fay,  can  proceed  from  nothing  but  igmn 
ranee  and  malevolence,  and  do  not  defenre  a 
ferious  refutation.  ^ 

Thefc  are  all  the  articles  of  importance  on 
which  we  hold  different  opinions,  every  thing 
elfe  being  of  lefs  moment,  and  fubordinat^  to 
thefe. 
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I. 


The     IntroduSion. 


Rev.  Sir, 

A  T  length  you  have  condefcendcd  to  gratify  my 
wifhes,  and  have  favoured  me  with  a  ferics  of 
letters,  in  anfwer  to  mine.  But  as  they  arc  written 
with  a  degree  of  infblence^  which  nothing  in  your 
(ituatfon  or  mine  can  juftify,  and  indicate"  a  temper 
that  appears  to  me  to  be  very  far  from  being  the 
moft  proper  for  the*  difcuflion  of  hiftorical  truth ; 
1  (hall  confider  myfclf,  in  this  anfwer,  as  writing 
not  fu  much  to  you,  as  to  the  candid  part  of  the 
public,  to  whom  our  correfpondence  is  open ;  and 
I  have  no  doubt  but  that  I  ihall  be  able  to  fatisfy 
all  who  are  qualiBed  to  judge  between  us,  that  your 
ignorance  of  the  fubjedt  which  you  have  undertaken 
to  difcufs,  is  equal  to  your  infolence ;  and  therefore, 
that  there  is  no  great  reafon  to  regret  that  you  have 
formed  a  rcfolution  to  appear  no  more  in  this  con- 
trovcrfy.    "  Whatever,  more/'   you  fay,  p.   9. 

B  .'^  you 
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^^  you  may  fiDd  to  fay  upon  the  fubjeffc,  in  mc  yo^ 
**  will  have  no  antagonift."  • 

I  made  the  propofal  to  difcufs  the  queftion  of  dtj 
flate  of  opinions  concerning  Chrift  in  the  early  ages^! 
in  a  perfedtly  amicable,  and  as  I  thought,  the  znoft 
advantageous  manner,  and  my  addrefs  to  you,  m 
uniformly  refpeftful.     It  has  not  been  my  fault  that 
this  propcfal  was  not  accepted.     You  (ay,  p.  i6& 
'^  I  held  it  my  duty  to  ufe  pretty  freely  that  laf^ 
"  feafoning  of  controverfy  which  may  intereft  tbfr 
*'  readers  attention.**      What  that  high  feafoning  is, 
IS  fufficicncly  apparent  through  the  whole  of  your 
performance,  viz.  a  violation  of  all  decency,  and  per- 
petual imputations  of  the  groflcft,  but  of  the  mod: 
improbable  kind.      This,  from  refpedl  to  the  pub- 
lic, and  to  myfelf,  I  fhall  not  return  *,  but  I  Ihall 
certainly  think  myfelf  authorized  by  it  to  treat  you 
with  a  little  lefs  ceremony  in  the  prefenc  publica- 
tion, in  which  1  fhall  take  occafionfrom  yourgrofe 
miltakes,  and  mifreprcfcntations,  to  throw  fomc  far- 
ther light  on  the  fubjedt  of  this  difcuflTion. 

The  reader  mud  have  been  particularly  ftruck 
with  the  frequent  boafting  of  jour  viSory,  as  if 
the  controverfy  had  come  to  a  regular  terminauoib 
and  the  public  had  decided  in  your  favour.  "  My 
viftory,'*  you  fay,  p.  7.  "  is  already  fo  compktf, 
•*  that  I  might  well  decline  any  farther  contcft." 
In  p.  t6o.  you  fay,  "  it  would  have  heightened  the 
**  pride  of  my  viftory  if  I  could  have  tbund  a  fair 
"  occafion  to  be  the  herald  of  my  advcriary's 

«  praife.*' 
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praife."  P.  lo.  you  call  me  z  foiled  polemic^  and 

.  8.  a  proftrate  enemy.     WHat  marks  o^projtratioh 

>u  may  have  perceived  in  me,  I  cannot  tell.     I  do 

)t  know  that  I  have  yet  laid  myfelf  at  your  (bet, 

id  I  prefume^  this  kind  of  language  is  rather  pre- 

ature.     It  will  be  time  enough  for  you  to  fay  with 

ntcllus.  Hie  cafius  artemque  repono^  when  the  vk- 

ry,  of  which  you  boaft,  fball  be  as  clear  as  his, 

id  fliall  be  declared  to  be  fo  by  th^  proper  judges. 
ou  ought  alfb  to  have  remembered  the  advice  of 

ilomon,  Prov.  xxvii.  2 .  Let  another  man  praife  thee 

d  not  thine  own  mouthy  a  fir  anger  and  not  thine 

m  lips. 

On  the  contrary,  I  catitiotied  my  reader  (preface, 
19)  not  to  conclude  too  haftily  in  my  favour,  but 

wait  till  yoo  had  made  your  reply.  You  have 
w  done  it,  and  I  hope  they  will  do  me  the  juftice 

hear  me  again  in  return,  efpecially  as  this  will 
obably  be  the  laft  time  that  I  ftiall  trouble  them 
this  way. 

• 
Though  this  controverfy  has  not  come  to  what 
think  its  proper  and  defifable  termination,  I 
oice  that  it  has  proceeded  thus  far ;  and  upon 
;  whole  I  derive  great  fatisfaftion  from  the  op- 
fition  that  my  Hiftory  of  the  Corruptions  of 
riftianity  has  met  with ;  both  becaufe  a  more 
neral  attention  has  been  excited  to  the  fubjeft ; 
d  alfo  becaufe,  having,  by  this  means,  been 
I  to  attend  to  it  more  than  I  Ihould  othei*- 
fc  have  done,  I  have  difcovered  a  variety  of  ad- 

B  z  ditional 
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ditional  evidence  in  fupport  of  what  I  had  advana 
and  fuch  an  abundant  confirmation  of  the  erideo 
before  produced,  as  gives  even  myfelf  a  greater  d 
gree  oC  confidence  in  it  than  I  could  othcrwife  ha 
had.  And  when  my  readers  in  general  (halt  fi 
as  they  cannot  but  lee,  with  what  extreme  eagi 
nefs  the  moft  infignificant  overfights  have  bt 
catched  a(,  and  magnified,  and  the  readinefs  wi 
which  I  have  acknowledged  fuch  overfijghts,  o( 
u  ithftanding  the  grofs  infults  wkh  which  this  a 
dour  has  been  treated,  and  alfo  that  every  objedi 
has  brought  out  new  evidence  in  my  favour, 
cannot  but  beget  a  perfuafion,  that  the  moft  fliar 
fightcd  adverfary  will  not  be  able  to  detect  any  rr 
take  of  real  confequence ;  and  from  this  will 
derived  a  degree  of  credit  to  my  work  that  nothi 
clfe  could  have  given  it.  Your  objedt,  you  f 
p,  8.  was  to  demolijh  the  credil  of  my  narrath 
but  I  am  much  miftaken  if,  inftead  of  chat,  yi 
weak,  though  violent  oppofition,  has  not  gres 
contributed  to  ftrengthen  it. 

You  will  perhaps  be  ftruck  with  the  cbangt 
the  ftyle  of  my  addrefs  to  you,  when  you  obfc 
me  beginning  with  Rev,  vV/V,  inftead  of  the  I 
Sir  of  my  former  letters,  an  appellation  to  wl 
cur  perfdnal  acquaintance  gave  a  propriety, 
which  you  have  returned  -,  but  when  I  conf 
how  ill  it  correfponds  to  the  fpirit  of  your  let! 
and  the  ftrefs  you  lay  on  your  Archidiaconal  digf 
which  appears  not  only  in  the  title-page  of  j 
work>  but  at  the  head  of  many  of  your  leti 
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and  which  you  intimate,  p.  158.  that  I  had  not 
fufficiemly  attended  to,  [  thought  the  ftyle  of  Rev. 
&'r,  and  occarionally  that  of  Mr.  Archdeacon  both 
Ai;}it  proper,  and  alfo  more  pleafing  to  yourfelf, 
r  ttd  therefore  I  have  adopted  it.  And  if,  by  any 
accident,  I  fhould  wound  your  feelings,  p.  159,  you 
will  find  the  proper  balm  in  my  rumiing  title. 

While  perfons  who  have  fome  perfonal  acquaint- 
ttce  treat  each  other  with  decent  refpedl,  and  are 
uniform  in  doing  it,  as  i  have  been  to  you,  the 
ufoal  ftyle  of  Dtar  Sir  is  natural,  and  proper ;  but 
when  you  charge  me  with  numerous  inftances  of 
the  grofleft  artiBce,  and  impofition  on  the  Public, 
you  in  hSt  give  me  the  He ;  and  therefore  ought 
yourfelf  to  have  dropped  all  terms  expreflive  of 
affi:£tion  and  regard.  I  renounce  all  particular 
tefpeft  for 'the  man  who  has  treated  me  in  this 
manner ;  and  in  the  outfet  0/  this  fecond  part  of 
(^t  corrcfpondence,  1  fubfcribe  myfclf,  merely 
becaufe  cuftom  authorizes  the  form. 

Rev.  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fervant, 

J.    PRIESTLEY. 


Q  3  LETTER 
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LETTER        IL 

Of  she  dcffrine  of  tbefirft  ages  concerning  the  j 

of  Cbrift. 

Rev.  S1R9 

TPO  (hew  you  that  I  fee  nothing  very  fortni 
in  your  ftrongeft  arguments,  I  Ihall 
with  what  you  call  **  your  fojsive  proof  ] 
^*  that  the  divinity  of  our  Lord  was  the  be) 
*'  the  very  firft  chriftians.''  This  pre 
wholly  derived  from  the  epiftle  of  Barnaba: 

Of  Barnabas  you  fay,  p.  66,  "  You  allo\ 
**  a  place  among  the  fathers  of  the  apoftolii 
**  and  will  you  not  allow  that  he  was  a  be 
5'  in  our  Lord's  divinity  ?  I  will  not  take 
"  me.  Sir,  to  an^er  this  quellion  for  you 
^^  I  will  take  upon  me  to  fay,  that  whoevi 
*'  nies  it,  muft  deny  it  to  his  own  fliame. 
'*  proof  from  this  writer,*'  you  fay,  "  p.  68 
**  direct  and  full,  though  it  lies  in  a  narrow 
f  f  pafs,  that  if  this  be  laid  in  one  fcale,  and 
*5  whole  mafs  of  evidence  from  incidenta 
*^  ambiguous  alhifions  in  the  other,  the 
"  would  fly  up  and  kick  the  beam.'* 

I  am  fui-prized.  Sir,  at  the  extreme  confi 
ijyith  which  you  tread  thi3  very  precariou 

ync 
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uncertain  ground ;  when,  to  fay  nothing  of  the 
doubts  entertained  by  many  learned  men  con- 
cerning the  gcnuinenefs  of  this  epiftle,  the  moft 
that  is  polfible  to  be  admitted  is,  that  it  is  ge- 
nuine in  the  main.  For  whether  you  may  have 
obferved  it  or  not,  it  is  moft  evidently  interpo- 
laiedy  and  the  interpolations  refpefl:  the  very  fub- 
jcft  of  which  we  treat.  Two  paflages  in  the 
^reek,  which  afTert  the  pre-exiftencc  of  Chrift, 
are  omitted  in  the  ancient  Latin  verfion  of  it. 
And  can  it.  be  fuppofed  that  that  verfion  was 
made  in  an  age  in  which  fuch  an  omidion  was 
likely  to  be  made  ?  Both  the  interpolations  are 
in  feft.  vi.   where  we  now  read  thus :  h^yu  yet^  n 

x.eti  Xfltd*  ouoivo'tv  n(JLttfV,  70¥  etv^pa}^o9.     For    tbc  fcvip" 

ture  fays  concerning  us^  as  he  fays  to  the  Sony  Let  us 
make  man  according  to  our  image^  and  our  likenefs. 
But  the  ancient!  Latin  verfion  correfponding  to 
this  paffage  is  fimply  this,  Sicut  dtcit  fcripturay 
Faciamus  bominemy  &c.  i.e.  Js fays  the fcripture^ 
Jjet  us  make  man^  &r. 

Again,  in  the  fame  fcftion,  after  quoting  from 
Mofes,  Increafe  and  multiply,  and  replenijb  the 
earthy  the  Greek  copy  has,  t«i;1«  vf^i  rov  vtov,  Thefe 
shings  to  the  Son ;  but  in  the  old  Latin  verfion  the 
claufe  is  wholly  omitted  ;  and  certainly  there  is 
no  want  of  it,  or  of  the  .fimilar  claufe  in  the  for- 
mer paflage,  with  refpeft  to  the  general  objeft 
of  the  writer.  Thefe,  Sir,  appear  to  me  pretty 
evident  marks  of  interpolation* 

B  4  The 
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The  paflagc  on  which  you  lay  the  chief  ftr 
is  only  in  the  Latin  verfion,  that  part  of  t 
Greek  copy  to  which  it  corrcfponds  being  no 
loft ;  and  all  the  other  expreflions  that  you  nc 
are  fuch  as  an  Unitarian  will  find  no  difficul 
in  accommodating  to  his  principles. 

On  thefc  accounts,  .your  evidence  from  t 
epiille  of  Barnabas  will  by  no  means  bear  i 
ftrefs  that  you  lay  upon  it.  Can  it  be  thouj 
at  all  improbable,  that  If  one  perfon  interpolai 
the  Greek,  another  fhould  make  as  free  with  t 
Latin  verfion  ?  I  muft  therefore  fee  other  e 
dence  than  this  from  Barnabas,  before  I  can  ; 
mir  that  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  or  p 
cxiftence  of  Chrift  was  the  belief  of  the  apoft( 
age. 

You  ftill  argue  with  the  fame  confidence  fr 
the  epiftle  of  Clemens  Romanus.  "  The  c< 
text,'*  you  now  fay,  p.  29.  "determines 
coming  of  Chrift,  of  which  hefpeaks,  to  be  fr 
*'  a  pre-exiftent  ftate,'*  and  this  you  call  "  fon 
**  thing  of  great  importance  in  its  defence,*'  as 
doubt  it  would  be,  if  it  was  juft  5  but  let  us  < 
amine  it.  The  whole  of  the  paffage,  with 
fmall  context  on  which  you  lay  fo  much  ftr< 
is,  in  your  own  words,  as  follows ;  "  He  ca 
««  not,  fays  Clemens,  in  the  pomp  of  pride  2 
<*  arrogance,  although  he  had  it  in  his  pow 
«  but  in  humility,  as  the  Holy  Spirit  fpf 
«  concerning  him.— To  determine  what  t 
'*  humility  is,  Clemens  immediately  goes  on 
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•*  cite  the  prophecies  which  defrribc  the  Mef- 
**  fiah's  low  condition.  The  humility,  therefore, 
<^  of  an  ordinary  condition,  is  that  in  which  it 
"  is  faid  the  Mcfliah  came.  The  pomp,  therc- 
**  fore,  of  a  high  condition,  is  the  pomp  in  which 
'^  it  is  faid  he  came  not,  although  he  had  it  in 
**  his  power  to  come.  The  expreffions,  therefore, 
**  clearly  imply  that  our  Lord,  ere  he  came,  ha4 
**  the  power  to  choofc  in  what  condition  he  would 
"  be  bom." 

But,  Sir,  had  you  confidered  the  prophecies 
which  Clemens  quotes,  yoy  would  have  found 
them  to  be  not  fuch  as  defcribe  the  circum- 
ftances  of  his  birth,  but  only  thofe  of  his  public 
life  znd  death ;  the  principal  of  them  being,  If.liii. 
which  he  quotes  almoft  at  full  length.  How  then 
does  this  important  circumjlance  help  your  argu- 
ment ?  It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  certainly  fa- 
vourable to  mine,  viz.  that  when  Chrift  was  in 
public  life,  he  made  no  oftentatious  difplay  of 
the  extraordinary  powers,  with  which  he  was  in- 
vefted,  and  preferred  a  low  condition  to  that 
of  a  great  prince. 

The  more  ancient  reading  that  you  quote  of 
Jcrom,  I  alio  confider  as  evidently  favourable 
to  my  interpretation  of  this  paflage.  He  read 
vm»\<t  J'vPAtJLivof^  having  all  powery  which  naturally 
alludes  to  the  great  power  of  which  he  became 
pofleiTed  after  the  defcent  of  the  fpirit  of  God 
upon  him  at  his  baptifm. 

As 
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• 

As  to  the  phrafe  comingy  you  muft  be  lied 
atiomey  as  you  fay,  in  the  language  of  the  fcrij 
tures,  or  have  given  little  attention  to  it,  not  D 
have  perceived,  that  it  is  a  phrafe  ufed  to  cxprel 
the  friffion  of  any  prophtty  and  that  it  is  applied  t 
John  the  Baptift  as  well  as  to  Chrift,  of  which  lii 
following  are  examples.  Matt.  xi.  18,  ig.  Job. 
tame  neither  eating  nor  drinking^  &c.  The  fen  c 
man  eame  eating  and  drinking^  &c.  i.  e.  not  locall' 
from  heaven,  but  as  the  prophets  came  from  God 
Cbrift  fays  of  John,  Matt.  xxi.  32.  John  came  und 
you  in  the  way  of  righteoufnefs.  John  the  evangclt 
alfo  fays  of  him,  John  i.  7.  The  fame  camefer 
witnefs^  &c.  fo  that  all  your  defcantiog  upon  tjii 
paffage  of  Clemens  is  impertinent. 

Adtpitting  that  fome  one  circumftartce  in  tb 
prophecies  be  quotes,  rigoroufly  interpreted,  ihouli 
allude  to  the  birth  of  Chrift  (though  I  fee  no  reafo 
to  think  fo;  you  are  not  authorized  to  conciud 
that  Clemens  attended  to  that  in  particular,  but  t 
the  general  fcope  of  the  whole,  which  is  cvidentl 
dcfcriptive  of  his  public  life  only. 

If  with  your  boafted  knowledge  of  Greeks  yo 
had  attended  ever  fo  little  ro  the  theory  of  languag 
in  general,  and  the  natural  ufe  ofwords^  you  woul 
have  feen,  that  the  term  God  would  not,  from  th 
beginning,  have  been  ufed  by  way  of  contradil 
tinftion  to  Chrifi^  if  the  former  could  have  bcei 
predicated  of  the  latter.  We  fay  the  prince  and  tl 
kirjg^  becaufe  the  prince  is  not  a  king.    If  he  haiJ 

w 
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'  m  ihould  have  had  recourfe  to  fome  other  dif- 
tiodioD,  as  that  of  greater  and  •lefsj  fenior  and 
pm^^  father  and  fon^  &c.  When  therefore  the 
ipoftle  Paul  (aid,  that  the  church  at  Corinth  was 
CfrjiPjy  and  that  Cbrift  was  God's  (and  that  manner 
of  diftinguifhing  them  is  perpetual  in  the  New 
TeSament)  it  is  evident,  that  he  could  have  no 
idea  of  Chrift  being  God^  in  any  proper  fenfe  of 
die  word. 


In  lUne  manner,  Clemens,  in  this  paflage,  calling 
^rifi  the  fcepter  of  the  majefiy  of  Godj  fufiiciently 
JWOves  thatj  in  his  idea,  the  fcepter  was  one  thing, 
^Qd  the  God  whofe  fcepter  it  was,  another.    This, 
'  lay,  muft  have  been  the  cafe  when  this  language 
^*^  firfb  adopted,  though  when  principles  are  once 
^med,  we  fee,  by  a  variety  of  experience,  that  any 
^^nguage  may  be  accommodated  to  them.     But 
^^  attention  to  this    circumftance  will,   I  doubt 
*^Ot,  contribute,  with  perfons  of  real  difcemmenr, 
^O  bring  us  back  to  the  original  ufe  of  the  words, 
^tid  to  the  ideas  originally  annexed  to  them.     I  am 
perluaded  that  even  now,  the  conftant  ufe  of  thefc 
terms  Cbrift  and  Gcdj  as  oppofed  to  each  other, 
lias  a  great  effcft  in  preventing  thofe  of  the  com- 
mon people  who  read  the  New  Teftament  more 
than  books  of  controverfy,  from  being  habitually 
and  pra&ically  Trinitarians.     There  will,  by  this 
means,  be  a  much  greater  difference  between  God 
and  Cbrift  in  their  minds,  than  they  Bnd  in  their 
greeds. 

rj  .  With 
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Cft 


With  refped  to  Ignatius,  I  would  obfcrre,  t^ 
s^  ypu  knew  f he  genuinenefs  of  his  epiftks  1^ 
been  controverted,  and  by  men  of  karni  g  aii 
ability,  you  certainly  ought  not  from  the  firit  i 
have  concealed  that  circumftance.  You  i^v,  hov 
ever,  p.  34.  ^^  1  ihall  appeal  to  them  with  the  k 
'*  fcruple,  forafmuch  as  the  fame  Gncerity  wl^ic 

I  afcribe  to  them,  and  which  is  quite  (iffUdt. 

for  my  purpofe,  is  allowed  by  the  learned  ^r 
*•  the  candid  Dr.  Lardncr. — After  fuggefting  in  i 
^'  very  confident  language,  that  even  the  fmall 
^^  epiftks  may  have  been  umpered  with  by  r: 
*^  Arians«  or  the  Orthodox,  or  both,  he  addf,  li 
•*  not  /affirm  that  then  arc  in  them  any  confidcrat 
«<  altirations  cr  corruptions.  If  no  confiderabU  ca 
*'  ruptions  or  alterations,  certainly  none  rcfpcdin 
^  a  point  of  fuch  importance  as  the  original  natu 
«  of  Chrift.'* 

This  is  curious  indeed.     What  then  could  C 
Lardner  mean  by  thcfe  epiflles  having  been  ta\ 
pend  with  by  the  Arians^  the  Orthodox^  or  hoti 
If  they  interpolated  them  at  ali,  it  would  certair 
be  to  introduce  into  them  palTages  favourable 
their  opinions  concerning  the  divinity  or  pre-exi 
cnce  of  Chrift.     How  would  it  be  worth  th 
while,  as  Brians  or  Orthodox^  to  interpolate  th< 
for  any  other  purpofe?    If  a  farmer,  hearing 
fome  depredation  on  his  property  committed 
fo3Qes,  (hould  fay.  My  corn  may  have  been  pk 
dered,  but  as  the  mifchief  has  been  done  by  fox 
my  geefi  and  my  poultry  are  fafe ;  what  would 
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fisd  of  his  rvafoning  ?  Yet  of  the  fame  nature  is 
ycun  in  this  cafe. 

•  Thcfc  foxes  have  not  refrained  from  their  prey 

h  more  facred  inclofures  than  thofe  of  Ignatius. 

"^^  Ifaac  Newton,  among  others,   has  clearly 

preyed  that  the  orthodox,  as  they  are  commonly 

<!Uled,  have,  in  this  way,  tampered  with  the  New 

TVftament  itfclf;  having  made  interpolations  fa- 

^^rablc  to  the  doftrinc  of  the  trinity,  efpeciallf 

^c  famous.pafiage  concerning  the  fbree  that  bear 

^^C9td  in  beaveftj  in  the  firft  cpiftle  of  John.    This 

^   ihould  imagine,  you  youHe!f  will  acknowledge^ 

<ntd  can  you  think  they  would  fpare  the  cpiftles  of 

'S**^*"s>  whifh  were  much  more  in  their  power? 

Jortin  fays,  •*  Though  the  fhorter  epi flies  are  on 

^^  many  accounts* preferable  to  the  larger,  yet  I  will 

*  ^  not  affirm  that  they  have  undergone  no  alteration 

**  at  all."     Remarks  on  EccleOaftical  Hiftory,  vol. 

i.  p.  361. 

For  my  own  part,  I  fcruple  not  to  fay,  that 
there  never  were  more  evident  marks  of  interpo- 
lation in  any  writings  than  are  to  be  found  in  thcfc 
genuine  epijllesy  as  they  arc  called,  of  Ignatius ; 
though  1  am  willing  to  allow,  on  rcconfidcring 
them,  that,  exclufive  of  nianifell  interpolation,  there 
may  be  a  ground- work  of  antiquity  in  them.  The 
famous  paflage  in  Jpfephus  concerning  Chrift  is 
not  a  tTK^re  evident  interpolation  than  many  in 
thefe  epi flies  of  Ignatius,  which  you  quote  with  fo 
much  confidence.  a 
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You  yourfcif  may  believe  that  every  word 
found  in  thefe  epiftles  was  adbually  written  by  I 
tins.;  but  if  they  have  been  tampered  witb^  or  \ 
m[idagpncalieraiioHS^  how  can  you  quoce.them 
fo  much  confidence,  as  if  the  argument  muft  n 
iarily  have  the  fame  weight  with  all  perfons  ?  ] 
withitanding  this,  you  fay,  p.  34.  '^  I  will  th 
*'  fore,  (till  appeal  to  thefe  epiftles  as  fuffici< 
^^  fincere  to  be  dedfive  in  the  point  in  dif| 
<^  Nor  ihall  I  think  myfelf  obliged  to  go  intc 
^^  proof  of  their  authenticity,  till  you  have  giv< 
•*  (atisfii&ory  reply  to  every  part  of  Bifhop  P 
^^  fon*s  elaborate  defence,  a  work  wUch  I  fuf 
*«  you  have  not  yet  looked  through  J'  And  I  Sir,  ] 
lave  myiclf  that  trouble,  till  you  fhall  have  rep 
to  every  part  of  Larroque^s  atifwer  to  this  wor 
Pearfon ;  a  work,  which  I  lufpeft  you  have 
*  looked  into.  I  will,  however,  favour  you  with  a  f 
of  it,  if  you  will  gratify  me  with  the  pcrufai  of 
works  of  Zuickcr,  which,  by  your  account, 
have  carefully  read,  though,  I  have  not  yet  1: 
able  to  procure  them. 

lam,  &c. 
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LETTER        III. 
Of  the  Nazarencsy  and  Ebionites. 

Hev.  Sir, 

Y^OU  ftill  iftfift,  p.  38.  upon  the  high  ortho- 
doxy of  chofe  whom  the  chriftian  Fathers  call 
N^xarencs.     "  Epiphanius,"  you  lay,  p.  38.  "  con- 
**  ftlles  that  the  Nazarcnes  held  the  catholic  doc- 
"  trine  concerning  the  nature  of  our  Lord,'*  where- 
^^»   I  have  maintained,  that,  though,  according  to 
"■Hi,  and  fome  other  ancient  writers,  there  yidc^fomc 
difference  between  them  and  the  Ebionites,   they 
'tU  I  agreed  in  afferting  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift. 
■^he>F«*/Aw  which  diftinguifhcd  the  Ebionites,  you  fay, 
P-  41.  was  fomething  that  they  had  borrowed  not 
*i"om  the  Nflt{«prtioi ,  the  chriftian  Nazarenes,  but  the 
^^fareansy  a  feft  of  Jews  only.     *'  I  ftill  abide  by 
**  my  aflcrtion,"  you  fay,  p.  176.  "  that  the  namr 
**  <ii  Nazarenes  was  never  heard  of  in  the  churcii; 
^  that  is,  among  chriftians  themfclvcs,  before  the 
**  final  deftrudtion  of  Jerufalem  by  Adrian  i    when 
**  it  became  the  fpecific  name  of  the  Judaiz.rs,  who 
**  at  that  time  fcparated  from  the  church  at  Jerula 
^*  1cm,  and  fettled  in  the  North  of  Galilee :  thcn:imc 
"  was  taken  from  the  country  in  which  they  fettled." 

I  am  really  aftoniftied  that  you  (hould  have  the  af- 
furanceto  aflert  all  this,fo  direftly  contrary  to  every 
thing  that  appears  on  the  face  of  ecclefiaftical  hiftory. 


i6  LETTERS      TOTHE 

and  which  muft  have  been  borrowed  from  your 
ginadon  only,  as  I  fhall  eafily  prove.  I  cannot 
Epiphanius  himfelffrom  the  dead,  to  folve  the  > 
tion  concerning  bis  opinion^  nor  do  I  wi0i  tc 
turb  the  good  Father's  repofc  ;  but,  though  < 
he  fpeaks  fufficiently  plain  for  my  purpoie  ir 
following  paflage. 

• 

*'  Wherefore  the  bleflfed  John  coming, 
^*  finding  men  employed  about  the  humanit 
**  Chrift,  and  the  Ebionites  being  in  an  • 
"  about  the  earthly  genealogy  of  Chrift,  ded 
**  from  Abraham,  carried  by  Luke  as  hij 
*'  Adam,  and  finding  the  Cerinthians  and 
*'  rinthians  maintaining  that  he  was  a  mere  i 
**  born  by  natural  generation  of  both  the  f 
*^  and  alfo  the  Nazarenes,  and  many  other  1 
fies  J  as  comiiig  laft  (for  he  was  the  four 
write  a  gofpel)  began  as  it  were  to  call 
*'  the  wanderers,  and  thofe  who  were  cmpl 
*'  about  the  humanity  of  Chrift ;  and  feeing : 
*^  of  them  going  irtto  rough  paths,  leaving 
"  ftrait  and  true  path,  cries.  Whither  are 
"  going,  whither  are  you  walking,  who  tre 
rough  and  dangerous  path,  leading  to  a 
cipice  ?  It  is  not  fo.  The  God,  the  1( 
**  which  was  begotten  by  the  Father  fror 
«'  eternity,  is  not  from  Mary  only.  He  ij 
«*  from  the  time  of  Jofeph,  he  is  not  fron 
**  time  of  Salathiel  and  Zerobabel,  and  D 
**  aind  Abraham,  and  Jacob,  and  Noth, 
•^  Adam  ;  but  in  the  beginning  was  the  U 
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V  and  the  logos  was  with  God>  and  the  logos 

V  vas  God.     The  waSy  and  the  wasy  and  the  was, 

"  do  not  admit  of  his  having  ever  not  been  *."    . 
■ 

Perhaps  you  will  fay  that  this  teftimony  of 
Epiphanius  is  forged  by  me,  as  you  charge  me 
with  rcfpeft  to  the  fame  writer,  p.  13.  I  there- 
fcre  beg  that  you  would  examine  the  paffage 
lonrfclf.  You  will  find  my  reference  to*  it  fuf- 
ncicntly  cxadb. 

;  After  reading  this  paffage,  can  any  perfon  en- 
*^in  a  doubt  but  that,  in  the  opinion  of  Epi- 
I^ius  at  leaft  (and,  weak  as  he  was  in  fome 
"^ngs,  he  ftands  uncontradicted  in  this  by  any 
*^thority  whatever,  and  his  account  is  confirmed 

^^^^nt^ivlav  J'xa  7rv  n'O'etfty^oif  Xp/r«  yinai?.oytxft  atq 
^'Pirii;,  a;<  JU/^OTtV  €Av«J',  Tfijctpl^^  yet,^  »'/€<  €va,yy%^t^ilett, 

Sfwayr  ^aJ'i^ovJii;  avakau'^a}^  .  Own  «rir'  »7«f,  »w  fr/i'c&To 
I<ep/«^  ^G;6(r  0  dso;  Ao^^,  o  €;6  ^aI^^  Avad^ty  yiyivvnfji,''V^, 

i  iTiP  ATO  TOiV  yjUVUf  luCTn^  TK  TAvlllS    0p/^9&r»,    UX  irif'  Ct70 

vj^pa>y6;F2aAat«3'iH^,  )^  Zopo^A^nA,  ;|^  AatC/J^,  >^  A^p<t«/w, 
IciM^^  x)  Nas,  ;^  A/ct/tx,  rt?A'  gi'  tfpx"  ''*'  o  ^c^of ,  ^  o  ^o}/®^ 
♦p^  jcK  -S-soF,  j^  -S-cof  ni'  0  Koyc^.  to  cTs  wk,  -9  '^  »  ?J  «>'» 
,  i*ird</l6;^€7«ti  7K //H  fiKeei  'Bro7«,  H*r.    C9.  fedl.  23.  Opera, 

.  I-  P-  747- 
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by  the  moft  rcfpeftableones  in  all  antiquity' 
Nkzarenes  were  not  only  u  GsEt  of  Jewtlh  c 
tians  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles,  but,  togi 
with  the  Ebionites,  a  very  fonntdable  fed, 
thic  this  fe£t  held  the  dodlrinc  of  the  ft 
humanity  of  Chrift  ?  Did  he  not,  as  apj 
by  this  paflage,  confider  the  Kazarenes  as  fi 
ing  in  need  of  being  taught  the  pre-exiftenct 
divinity  of  Chrilt,  as  well  as  the  Ebionites, 
the  other  fc£ts  that  he  here  mentions  or  allude 

In  another  place  this  writer  comparies  the 
zarencs  to  perfons  who,  feeing  a  fire  at  a  difti 
and  not  underftanding  the  caufe,  or  the  ufe  i 
run  towards  it  and  burn  themfdves  ;  fo  " 
M  Jews,  he  fays,  on  hearing  the  name  of  ', 
**  only,  and  the  miracles  performed  by  the  i 
f*  ties,' believe  on  himj  and  knowing  tha 
**  was  bom  at  Nazareth,  and  brought  up  h 
^'  houfe  of  Jofcph,  and  that  on  that  accoui 
**  was  called  a  Ifgzarene  (the  apo{Ues  ftyling 
"  a  man  pf  Nazafetb,  approved  by  miradei 
'*  mighty  deeds)  impofed  that  name  upon  I 
f  fclvcs  ".'■     How,  Sir,  does  this  agree  vt'iti 

•  A».*ra.r\i(   ya.f  fioyw   ois/^e  itf    Iitfu,  t^  dta.titi/ii 
«K??^    ■niiivisiri  •    yn>*l*f  <t.%    v.ulor    t«    Nn^tLfil   w 

{icffii'  Ua*/  Tot  i^a^ifniai'  ainfjiff,  tt-rtJ't^ityit.mt 
T*  K*Kti&*i  Ntt^wpNKc .    H«r.  2^.  ted,  $.  Open, 
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nicer**  fuppofing  -that  the  Nazarenes,  of  whom 
te  was  tiioating,  were  well  inftrufted  in  the  doc- 
line  <rf'  the  divinity  of  Chrift  ?  Alfo  how  docs 
his  agree  with  the  late  ^rigio  that  pou  give  to 
jiefe  Nazarenes  ? 

You,  Mr.  ArchdeacoOi  are  pleafed  to  denjr  - 
he  exifteoce  even  of  the  Ebionites  in  the  time 
if  the  apoftles,  contrary,  I  will  venture  to  fay, 
o  the  unanimous  ceftiinony  of  all  antiquity.— 
Teronia  giving  an  account  of  the  reafons  tliai 
Dored  John  to  write  his  gofpel*  mentions  th? 
iCbionites  not  only  as  a  fe<5t,  but  a  flourilhing 
'e&  in  the  time  of  that  apoftlc.  See  the  follow- 
ng  paflage  from  his  .catalogue  of  ecclefiaftical 
vritcrs:  "  John,  the  apoftle,  whom  Jefus  loved, 

*  the  fon  of  Zebedee,  aod  brother  of  James, 

*  who  was  beheaded  by  Herod  after  the  death 
'  o^  Chrift,  wrote  his  gofpel  the  laft  of  all  (at 

*  the  iotreaty  of  the  bi£hops  of  ATia)  againll 

*  Cerinthus,  and  other  heretics^  and  efpecially 

*  the  do&rine  of  the  Ebionites,  then  gaining 
'  ground,  who  faid  that  Chrift  had  no  being 
'  before  he  was  born  of  Mary,  whence  he  was 
»  compelled  to  declare  his  divine  origin  *."— 
This  is  only  one  out  of  many  authorities  that  I 

*  Joannct  Apoftolui  quem  fefus  amavii  plurimum,  filint  Ze- 
dzi,  fraier  Jacobi  ApoHoli,  quen  Herode*  poll  paSion^m 
■mini  decollxvu,  nonffimus  omniam,  fcripfit  evangelium, 
^tus  ftb  Afix  cpifcopii,  adverfus  Cennihum,  aliofqiie  hxreti- 
«  et  maxime  tunc  Ebioaltarkini  dngma  conAirgeos,  qui  afle- 
at  Chriftam  ante  Miriam  non  fuilTe,  unde  et  compuUus  cfi 
risam  eju)  oaturam  edtcerc.    Optra,  vol.  1.  p.  171. 

f  2  roiild 
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could  produce  for  this  purpofe>  ud  it  it  ji^ 
polSble  to  produce  uij  to  dw  contraty. 

"  As  a  certain  proof/*  you  Ciy,  p.  37,  «  M 
"  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes  were  two  dUtiaj 
'*  fects>  Moiheim  obfcrrcs  that  each  had  its  o< 
"  gofpel."  But  in  anfwer  to  this  opioioa  i 
Molheini*$,  I  fliall  gjve  you  another,  wfaick^ 
think  of  equal  authority,  viz.  that  of  Mr.  JeM 
iniah  Jones,  with'whom  I  find  I  here  had  m 
happinefs  to  bring  you  acquainted ;  and  I U^ 
introduce  him  widi  die  greater  confidence  dm 
being  well  received,  as  he  was  as  orthodoz  tt 
yourfelf.  As  he  is  a  writer  intirely  new  to  ynh 
i-fhall  {pve  his  whole  paragraph  on  the  fubjed. 

'*  It  is  plain,  there  was  a  very  great  agreancoi 
*•  between  thefe  two  ancient  fe£ts ;  and  thoi^ 
*•  they  went  under  different  names,  yCt  they  fcoB 
*'  only  to  have  differed  in  this,  that  the  Ebionho 
*'  had  made  ftxne  addition  to  the  old  Nazaieae 
"  fyftcm.  For  Origen  exprefsly  tells  us,  f 
*'  &Cl«f<tisi  ytpBf'I'^x"  "  *'•  I«/*'*r  Tof  Innr  « Iff* 
"  vttftJ't^xfittei .  They  were  called  Ekiemiet  vdn 
"/rem  among  the  Jews  own  Jefus  to  be  the  CirjJ* 
"  And  though  Epiphanius  fecms  to  make  thW 
*'  gofpels  different,  calling  one  «*.Bptr*7a>  «m^  *" 
"  tire,  yet  tiiis  need  not  move  us.  For  if  tb* 
"  learned  Cafaubon's  conjcSure  (hould  not  I* 
"  right,  that  we  fliould  read  the  fame,  vb 
*<  >  wAHpfralw  in  both  places  (which  yet  .is  vdj 
f*  probable  for  any  thing  Father  Simon  has  provp 
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|F  tb  the  contraiy)  yet  will  the  difficulty  be  all 
|Vl|0lioracl  at  ontc  by  this  fingle  connderation» 
r^  tbit  Epiplnuiias  nerer  Taw  any  gofpcl  of  the 
^  Na^arenes  i  for  though  he  calls  it  'vAwf  t r«?a% 
K)ier  he  himfelf  fays,  «« •tJ'A  i%u^  t«(  yifUKvyiAi 
P«fffiA9r»  that  he  did  not  know  whether  they 
Hhad  taken  away  the  genealogy^^  the  Ebionites 
■|ad  done  i  u  e.  baring  never-  feen  the  Naza^ 
r  rane  gofpel,  for  ought  he  knew  it  might  be  the 
Jhtrf  fame  with  that  of  the  Ebionites,  as  in^ 
Kdred  it  moft  certainly  was/*    On  theCaneni 

p.  I.  P- 386- 

r  As  I  have  perceived  that  the  opinion  of  the 
pdderns  has  fomeciipes  great  weight  with  yqu,  I 
fidl  tranfcribe  part  of  a  note  of  the  learned 
iiruiaator  of  Moiheim  on  this  fubjedt.  ^'  This 
gofpel/'  he  fays,  vol.  I.  p.  173.  "  which  was 
called  indifcriminately  the  gofpcl  of  the  Na- 
zarenes,  or  Hebrews,  is  certainly  the  fame  with 
die  gofpel  of  the  Ebionites,  the  gofpel  of  the 
twelve  apoftles,*'  &c.  and,  after  referring  to 
?«dicr  authors,  he  fays,  "  the  reader  will,  how- 
•'^  eve^>  find  a  ftill  more  accurate  and  fatisfadtory 
Y  account  of  this  gofpel,  in  the  firft  volume  of 
"^  the  learned  and  judicious  Mr.  Jones's  incom- 
**  parable  method  of  fettling  the  canonical  au-- 
^  thority  of  the  New  Teftamcnt." 

'  But  in  my  optnioii  Jerbm  has^  fuflkiently  de- 
Med  this  queftion  againft  you.  Could  he  have 
iiaci  any  other  idfca  than  that  thc&  two  fefts  (if 

Gj  the/ 
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thry  were  properly  two)  ufcd  the  fame  g 
when  he  faid,  ^  in  the  gofpel  ufed  by  the  ] 
'*  rcncs  and  Ebionitcs,  which  is  commonly 
"  the  authentic  gofpel  of  Matthew,  which  I 
•*  tranflated  from  Hebrew  into  Greek*," -4 

Yoti  farther^ay,  p.  71.  ^*  the  Ebionit< 
"  knowlcdged^  part  of  the  Old  Teftamci 
**  the  Pentateuch,  nor  the  whole  of  that 
"  therefore  that  Hegefippus  citing  the  Pre 
^*  of  SolonH>n,  by  a  title  which  implies  I 
•'  knowlcdgment  of  that  book,  is  a  proof  t 
"  was  not  an  Ebionite/'  I  know  of  no  fufl 
evidence  that  the  Ebionites  did  not  acknov 
the  authority  of  all  that  we  call  the  can 
books  of  the  Old  Teftamcnt.  Symmi 
whofe  tranflation  of  the  fcriptures  into  Gi 
fo  often  quoted,  and  with  the  greateft  1 
bation  by  the  fathers,  was  an  Ebionite,  ai 
rom  fays  the  fame  of  Thcodotion.  Thq 
tranflated  the  other  books  of  the  Old  Tefta 
as  well  as  the  Pentateuch,  and  as  far  as  ap 
without  making  any  diftinftion  between  th 
the  other  books  ;  and  can  this  be  though 
bablcj  if  they  had  not  confidered  them  as  ii 
to  equal  credit  ?  Befides,  our  Saviour's  acl 
ledgment  of  the  authority  of  the  whole  < 
Old  Teftamcnt  is  fo  exprefs,  that  I  cannot  r 

*  In  Evaiigelio  quo  otuntor  Nazareai  et  Bhioait 
super  HI  Gnecum  de  Hebneo  {ermone  traoftnlimas, 
•vocatur  plerifque  Matthsi  authcntkumj  &c  in  Matt. 
Opera,  toI.  yl  -p.  tu 
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Uicfe  cJist  aiiy  chriftians^  Jews  elpeciallyj  ac-^ 
awwledging  his-  authority^  would  reje^l  what  he 
Ebitced.  • 

'  r 

• 

What  yoM  fay  can  be  only  on  the  authority  of 
piphanius^  and  that,  you  ought  to  have  known 
in  cStA  contradifted  by  Irtnaeus^  who  fays, 
tt  ''  the  Ebionites  expounded  the  prophecies 
bfrcurioufly.^  Quae  autem  fui^  prophetica  cu- 
Rofius  exponere  nitunturj  lib.  I.  cap.  26.-— 
ibc  fays,  that  Ebion  wrote  an  cxpofition  of  the 
)phets,  as  he  coUeded  from  fome  fragments 
the  work,  of  which  he  gives  fome  account  in 
i  note  on  the  place.  By  Etion  we  may  under- 
nd  fome  Ehionite ;  for  I  much  doubt  the  exift- 
re  of  fuch  a  perfon  as  Ebion,  the  Ebionites 
ng  mentioned  long  before  the  naiTie  Ebion 
urs  in  ecclefiaftical  writers. 

t  is  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  identity  of 
Nazarenes  and  Ebionites,  that  the  former  are 
mentioned  by  name  by  any  writer  who  like- 
:fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites  before  EpiphaniuSj 
ugh  the  people  fo  called  afterwards  were  eer- 
ily known  before  his  time.  The  term  jE^&* 
f  occurs  in  Irenaeus,  TertuUian,  Origen,  and 
ebius ;  but  none  of  them  make  any  mention 
Nazarenes  ;  and  yet  it  cannot  be  denied,  that 
r  muft  have  been  even  more  confiderable  in> 
time  of  thefe  writers  th^n  they  w^re  aCter- 
ds  i  for,  together  with  the  Ebionites  (if  there 
any  difference  between  them)  they  d^iodloi 

-    (^  4  away^ 
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away,  till,  in  the  time  of  Auftlii,  they  were 
modum  paucif  very  few. 

Origen  mud;  have  meant  to  include  thole  wl 
were  called  Nazarenes  under  the  appellation 
Hbionirqs,  becaufe  he  fpcaks  of  the  Ebionites  as 
ing  the  whole  body  of  Jewilh  chriftians ;  and  tU: 
Nazarenes  were '  chriftian  JeWs  as  well  as   thef. 
Jerom  feems  to  ofe  the  two  terms  promifcuoiillf |« 
and  in  the  paflage  of  his  letter  to  Auftln^  fo 
quored  in  this  controverfyt  I  cannot  help 
he  makes  them  to  be  the  fame.  ( 

The  conduft  of  thefc  writers  is  eafily  accounted 
for,  on  the  fuppofition  of  the  Jewilh  chriftians  hav- 
ing been  firft  known  to  the  Gendles  by  the  name  of 
Ebionites  only,  before  the  appellation  of  Nazarenes 
(by  which  they  had  been  diftinguifhed  by  their  unbe* 
lieving  brethren)  came  to  be  generally  knowa 
abroad.  It  mud  be  more  particularly  difficult,  on 
your  principles,  to  account  for  the  condu£t  of  Eufe- 
l^ius,  whofe  bufmefs,  as  an  hiftorian,  it  certainly  was 
to  have  noticed  the  Nazarenes,  if  they  had  been  dif-  ' 
ferent  from  the  Ebionites^  whom  he  has  mentioned; 
and  even  you  allow  them  to  have  had  their  rife  in 
the  time  of  Adrian,  whofe  expedition  againft  die 
Jews  he  particularly  mentions. 

On  this  fubje£t  of  the  Ebionites,  I  muft  uke  foroe 

notice  of  what  you  fay  in  defence  of  Euiebius^  who 

^  fays,  thatTheodotus  was  the  firft  who  taught  the  doc* 

'trine  of  the  humanity  of  Chrift.     You  ftill  maia- 

tain» 
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ki;  WHhoot'  tbe  kaft  (badow  of  authority  for  it, 
ik  he  carried  the  dodrine  farther  than  the  Ebio- 
fes  had  ever  done ;  whereas,  you  cannot  poflibly 
mduce  any  evidence  whatever  of  Thecxlotus  hav- 
'^  beea  confidered  by  the  ancients  in  a  worfe  light 
the  Ebionites. 

^t  is  very  certain/'  you  fay,  p.  iji.  "that 
lotus  maintained   the  mere  humanity   of 

m 

ift  in  the  grofltft  fenfe  ;  in  that  grofs  and 
ienfe  in  which  it  is  at  this  day  tauf^ht 
^by  yourfeif  and  Mr.  Lindfcy.  It  is  not  certain- 
tbt  the  Ebionites  before  Theodotus  had  gone 
farther  than  to  deny  our  Lord's  original  divinity. 
They  probably,  like  Socinus,  admitted  fome  un- 
intelligible exaltation  of  his  nature  after  his  refur- 
ft&ion,  which  rendered  him  the  objeft  of  wor- 
^Ihip.**  You  alfo  fiy,  p.  87.  "I  deny  that  the 
^  unitarian  doftrine  exifted  in  that  time"  (the  age 
r  of  the  apoftles)  "  in  the  moft  obnoxious  form. 
fj"  Produce  your  indifputable  evidence.  Obferve, 
[^that  by  ihe  moft  obnoxious  form,  I  underftafid 
L^  that  form  which  excludes  the  worlhip  of  Chrift." 

By  ihe  moft  obnoxious  form^  I  meant  the  belief 
(bt  Jefus  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph  as  well  as  of  Mary. 
"Tliat  fuch  perfons  exifted  in  the  age  of  the  apoftles, 
floperfbn,  I  believe,  except  yourfeif,  ever  denied  ; 
Ud  there  is  no  reafon  whatever  to  believe  that 
lii^  Ebionites,  or  any  Ebionites,  ever  confidered 
Stfift  as  a  proper  objeft  of  worfhip.  Your  idea  of 
hdr  ensertairiing  the  notion  of  an  umntelligibU  exnha- 

tion 
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tion  efbis  mere  human  nature  after  his  refum3ia,t 
the  moft  improbable  of  all  fuppofitions.  Accoii 
ing  to  all  the  accounts  we  have  of  the  EbloDJm 
they  were  not  apt  to  admit  things  unintelligih'.i. 

The  cafe  of  Socinus  is  very  different  fiom  tha 
of  the  Ebionites.  He  had  been  educated  in  the  I* 
bit  of  praying  to  Chrift,  and  therefore  miglit  not  It 
able  to  rejefl:  the  pradtice ;  but  the  Ebionites  begtt 
with  confidering  Jefus  as  a  mere  man,  and  therefot^ 
would  no  more  think  of  paying  worfhip  to  '" 
than  they  had  done  to  Mofes,  without  very  tt^ 
inftruftions  and  direftions,  which  it  is  not  injitf 
power  to  produce,  with  rtrfpedt  either  to  theiDiSi 
lo  chriltiaiis  in  general. 

Your  notion  that  the  Nazarcnes  were  the  onbfr 
dox  Jews  who  I'eparaied  from  the  church  of  Jtnili- 
lem  in  the  time  of  Adrian,  and  fettkd  in  the  nonb 
of  Galilee,  and  that  tliey  had  their  name  from  tk 
place  where  they  then  fettled,  viz.  Nazareth,  will,  I 
cioubt  not,  be  quite  new  to  every  reader  of  eccb* 
Iiaftical  hiftory,  and  (excepting  the  firft  of  thefe  pir- 
ticuJars,  which  I  fuppofe  you  IcErned  of  Molhciffl, 
who  neither  quotes,  nor,  I  will  venture  to  fay,  couid 
quote  any  authority  for  it)  an  invention  of  yo^ 
own.  The  Nazarenes,  in  the  time  of  the  apoftkS) 
are  well  known  to  have  had  their  name  from  Naza- 
reth where  jefus  had  lived,  and  from  which  he  W 
been  ufually  called  Jefus  of  i^azarethi  but  tt  » 
the  Nazarenes  of  the  chriftian  Fathers,  there  is  M 
evidence  whatever  of  their  having  ever  fettled  »£ 
2  flazatttfji 
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i^orio  any partofGaUlee.    JerMnpUcev 

PB  Nmzveaes.vttb  whom  he  wu  acquainted  (aod 
^  va^  well  acquainted  vkb  the  Nazsrenet)  in 
Inea,  id  Syria.  Catalogus  yirorum  Uluftriuin, 
m  Mate.  Opera,  vol.  I.  p.  267. 

You  iay  that  the  Nazarenes  were  unknown  as  A 
cd  before  the  deftrudion  of  Jeru&letn  by  .Adriaiw 
WC  Einphanius,  in  pcrfed  agreement  with  all  the 
■denB,  places  tlxir  rife  After  the  deftruAion  of 
Imilakm  by  Titus.  After  mniUDni;ig  the  places 
vheie  they  Tcfidcd,  viz.  Bera»,  Coele-Syria,  Peth^ 
■d  Cocafae  (obferve  he  fays  nothiag  of  any  of 
leoi  being  in  Naxarttb,  from  which  you  fuppofe 
liey  had  their  name)  he  fays,  "  There  was  chdr 
■  origin  after  the  deftrudion  of  Jerufalcm,  wlien 
'■  all  the  difciples  lived  at  Pella ;   Chr Jft  having 

warned  them  to  leave  Jeru£item,  and  letire  at 
Mhe  approadi  of  the  fi^(  and  on  tbi^  acoxint 

chcy  lived,  as  I  laid  in  Peraea.    Thence  the  k&. 

of  the  Nazarenes  had  its  ori^V 

As  to  the  poll^  in  Jerotn  from  which  I,  after 
uicer,  inferred  that  the  Ebionites  and  the  Naz»- 
:ne3  were  the  fame  people,  or  only  differed  in 

ilks^ttaif,    vnlttr  Ttit    jucdvTM  T«r  «f  tlittm  mKMxtrm', 

'W/m     Mf(*»Af     Va^ir    «»Aj«pitMV.     ij     U    7«l,    TMMWM 

n&tautf  TW  Tltt*-$ar  uKWa/T^t,  Miiri  wt  tftir  J'HTfiCtr  . 
|.  Opera,  vol.  I.  p  ii],. 

fooie. 
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fome  things  of  little  moment  (but  which  you  an 
Mr.  Badcock  think  is  a  demonjiration  that  tkf 
were  fundamentally  different)  1  fee  no  reafbn  to\m 
diifatisHed  with  my  interpretation  of  it.  You  think 
it  is  a  proof  of  my  ignorance  of  Latin  y  wheiea% 
if  I  thought  myfclf  at  liberty  to  do  it,  I  could  . 
produce  in  my  favour  as  high  a  clafiical  authoriif  1 
as  any  that  this  country  can  furnilb. 

How  could  Jcrom  call  thefe  highly  orthodor  ] 
Jews,  as  you  fuppofc  them  to  be,  not  cbrifttM^  | 
merely  becaufc  they  ufed  the  ceremonies  of  the  law  ; 
of  Mofes  ?  He  might  have  pitied  them  for  thdr  i 
weaknefs,  but  he  would  hardly  have  condcrtned  \ 
them  as  no  chrijlians. 

Your  own  reprefentation  of  them  is  not  vciy  , 
unfavourable.  You  fay,  p.  49.  *'  The  chriftian 
•*  Nazarenes  had  nothing  in  their  conduft  that 
•*  might  render  them  deferving  of  this  epithet 
*«  (rtFff/xo/,  lawlefs.)  Their  error  was  that  they 
**  feared  to  ufe  their  liberty,  not  that  they  abufed 
"  it.'*  You  therefore  mud  think  his  cenfure  very 
harfh  and  ill-applied. 

I  think  it  probable  that  the  Nazarenes  or 
Ebionites  were  confidered  as  in  a  ftate  of  .ex- 
communication, not  merely  becaufc  they  them- 
felves  obferved  the  law  of  Mofes,  but  becaufe 
inany  of  them  would  impofe  the  fame  on  the 
Gentiles,  fo  that,  in  faft,  they  excommunicated 
themfelves ;  and  thus  the  paflage  in  Jcrom  will 

be 
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%t  expUlned  by  one  in  Juftin  (who  fays,  that  he 

■  could  communicate  with  thofe  Jews  who  kept 

'  to  the  law  of  Mofcs,  but  not  with  thofe  who 

iroald  impoff  it  on  all  chriftUns)  which  I  fluUl 

Kare  occaQon  to  quote  hereafter. 

As  to  Mr.  Badcock's  inference  from  the  paf- 
fage  in  Auftin's  letter  in  anfwer  to  Jerom,  I  fee 
no  force  ia  it  at  all.  He  only  enumerates  all  the 
names  that  Jerom  had  mentioned,  and  whether 
tliefe  differences  were  real  or  nominal,  great  or 
Htcte,  h  fignified  nothing  to  him.  He  himfelfi 
•n  his  catalogue  of  herefies,  makes  a  difference 
between  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,  but  by  no 
means  that  which  you  and  Mr.  Badcock  makej  . 
and  as  it  was  a  common  opinion,  efpecially  in 
the  Weft,  that  there  was  feme  difference  between 
them  (though  the  writers  who  fpeak  of  it  could 
never  be  certain  in  what  it  conlifted }  it  was  very 
natural  in  Auttin  to  mention  them  feparately, 
whether  Jerom  had  made  them  the  fame  or  not. 

That  Auftin,  in  his  anfwer  to  Jerom,  did  not 
confider  the  Nazarenes  in  any  very  favourable 
Jight>  is  evident  from  his  fpeaking  of  them  as 
bemiics.  "  Quid  putaverint  hairetici,  qui  dum 
**  volunt  et  Juda;i  eflc  et  chriftiani,  ncc  Judati 
**  effc  nee  Chriftiani  fcffe  potuerunt,"  &c.  Opera 
vol.  II.  p.  75.  i.  e.  "  as  to  theopinion  of  thofe 
*•  heretics,  who  while  they  would  be  both  Jews 
**  and  chriftians,  can  neither  be  Jews  nor  chrif- 
•*  tians,"  CtCi  It  is  in  thcfe  very  words  that 
Jerom 


* 
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Jcrom  had  charafterizcd  thof<$  whom  beg 
ceilsd  Nazmwes.  What  mpre  could  Aoftiifi 
faid  of  the  Ebionites  i  And  can  it  be  fiipfl 
that  he  would  have  fpoke  of  the  NanreaA 
,  this  manner,  if  he  had  thought  them  A^g^  M 
dtx  with  refpeft  to  the  dodtrine  of  the  trioi 
dTpecially  cooiidering  that  it  was  an  age  in  yA 
the  greateft  account  was  made  of  that  doQrii 
fo  that  foundneis  in  that  article  might  be  I 
poftsi  to  have  atoned  for  defeds  in  other  thia 

YoM  fay  you  are  not  fingulaf>  as  I  had  fi 
pofed  in  averting  the  &n&  orthodoxy  of  ^ 
Nazarcnes  in  oppofition  to  the  Ebionites;  I 
you  are  more  nearly  fo  than  you  imagine.— 
**  Hugo  Grotius,'*  you  fay,  p.  38,  "  Vol! 
•«  Spencer,  and  Huctius,  s^rce  that  the  Na 
**  rcnes  and  Ebionites,  though  fometimcs  o 
**  founded,  were  diftindt  fefts,  and  they  maint 
*'  the  opinion  which  I  now  maintain  of  the  hi 
*•  orthodoxy  of  the  proper  Nazarenes  in  1 
**  article  of  our  Lord's  divinity." 

Having  examined  the  moil  refpeftable  of  th 
authorities,  viz.  Grotius,  I  find  him  intir 
failing  you,  and  faying  no  fuch  thing  as  ] 
afcribe  to  him.  What  he  fays  is  as  foUoi 
*^  Certe  Nazaraei  illi  Bera^enies  geauina  er 
<*  propago  eorum  qui  primi  ex  Paleftina  Chi 
^^  fidem  erant  amplexi.  Nam  id  illis  noa 
^  'primitus  fuifle  inditum  ex  domini  noftri 
^<  mine^  qui  vulgo  Nazareoys  voc^atur^  appi 
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ex  Ad.  zxiv.  5*  Opera^  vol.  II.  p.  4.  i.  e. 
Thofe  Bcraean  Nazarcnes  were  the  genuine 
\  defcendants  of  thofe  who  firft  in  Paleftine  em- 
'braced  the  chriftian  faith  ;  for  that  this  name 
"was  cHiginally  given  them  from  the  name  of 
Fear  Savioury  who  was  commonly  called  She 
Nmmrene,  appears  from  Acts  xxiv.  5/* 

l^This,  Sir,  is  nothing  more  than  I  have  rcpeat- 
faid  myfelf,  viz.  that  the  Nazarenes  men- 
by  the  primitive  fathers  were  the  genuine 
:endants  of  the  Nazarcnes  in  the  time  of  Paul, 
ius  fays  nothing  definite  about  their  opi- 
is  i  but  if  his  meaning  muft  be  interpreted  by 
own  opinion  on  the  fubjeft,  it  would,  I  pre- 
ic,  be  in  my  favour  j  for  it  is  allowed,  I  bc- 
%Jtj  on  all  hands^  that  his  Commentary  on  the 
iHcw  Teftament  is  very  much  Socinian,  certainly 
^Athanafian.  But  admitting  that  you  may 
^li¥C  more  modern  authorities  for  the  orthodoxy 
)Qf  die  Nazarenes  than  I  had  imagined  (though  I 
btlicve  that  a  great  majority  are  with  me  on  this 
fabjeft)  the  only  authorities  that  are  of  any 
'height  arc  the  ancients,  and  we  are  now  upon 
pound  that  appears  to  me  not  to  have  been  fuf- 
ficicntly  examined  by  any  of  the  moderns. 

Rather  than  tax  me  with  ignorance  of  the 
iouiments  of  modern  critics  on  this  fubjed: 
(which  you  are  fometimcs  ready  enough  to  do) 
|fOu  fuppofe  that  I  was  acquainted  with  them, 
lod  had  recourfe  to  artifice.    '^  Your  attempt,'* 

you 
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youfay,  p.  38. "  to  fsttt  forth  in  that  ll^hi  I  al^i 
"  not  but  confidcr  as  a  ftratagem,  which  you  wcrt 
••  willing  to  employ  for  the  prefervaiion  of  ywjf 
*'  battered  citadel,  the  a^ment  from  the  Ni 
"  rcnes.  In  this  ftratagem,  if  I  niiftakc  not, 
f*  arc  completely  foiled.  In  your  falUes 
•*  the  batteries  whicb  1  have  raifed,  I  truft ) 
*'  will  be  little  more  fuccefsful.  But  as  I 
"  much  of  ftratagem  is  apt  to  mix  itfclf  with 
"  youropcrations,  itwill  be  neceflary  thatlwffl 
'*  very  aarrowly  the  manner  of  your  approacha* 

This  argument,  however,  is  not  fo  muchhttm 
but  that  it  will  well  hold  out  againft  all  ;off 
efforts  to  overturn  it.  The  Nazarcnes,  as  WW 
as  the  Ebtonites,  the  genuine  defcendants  ofdf 
'  old  jewilh  chriftians,  and  who  cannot  be  prow 
10  have  departed  from  the  faith  of  their  anccftoi^ 
were  all  believers  in  the  fimple  humanity  » 
Chrift  1  and  certainly  the  prefumption  is  thi 
they  learned  this  doftrine  from  the  apoftlcs.  Fcf 
who  tlfe  were  their  teacheis  ? 

At  the  clofc  of  this  fubjeft,  having,  uyoo 
think,  a  manifeft  advantage  over  me,  in  anfiw 
-to  my  faying  that  if  the  Jewiftj  chriftians  were 
univerfally  Ebionitcs  in  the  time  of  Origen,  die 
ptobabltity  is  that  they  were  very  generally  fo  in 
the  time  of  the  apoftlts ;  you  fay,  p.  6;.  "  Whence 
'■  fliould  this  probability  arife?  From  this  gcnefd 
"  maxim,  it  fecms,  that  whole  bodies  of  inradb 
"  not  foon  ch<inge  their  opinions.  You  ait| 
**  indeecit 
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'  indeed.  Sir,  the  very  lafl  perfon  vho  might 

*  luve  been  cxpefted  to  form  conclufions  upon 

*  tn  hiftorical  queftion  from  mere  theory,  in 
**  defiance  of  the  experience  of  mankind,  in  de- 
M  fiance  of  the  experience  of  our  own  country, 
*'uid  our  own  times.  How  long  is  it  fmce  the 
>^  whole  body  of  Diflenters  in  this  kingdom  (the 
if*  Bngle  feft  of  the  Quakers  excqited)  took  their 
^^ftandard  of  orthodoxy  from  the  opinions  of 
^Calvin  ?  Where  Ihall  wc  ntiw  find  a  Dif&nter, 
t**  except  perhaps  among  the  dregs  of  Methodifm* 
, "  who  would  not  think  it  an  affront  to  be  taken 
'"foraCalvinift?" 

f:  Indeed,  Sir,  you  are  peculiarly  unfortunate  with 
ftfpcft  to  this  example,  and  ought  to  have  been 
better  informed  before  you  had  delivered  your 
opinion  of  a  matter  of  faft,  in  the  prefent  ftate 
tf  things,  and  at  home,  with  fo  much  confi< 
deuce.  The  fa^t  you  appeal  to  is  notorioufly 
the  very  reverfe  of  what  you  reprefent  it  to  be,  and 
is  one  among  many  ftrong  proofs  of  the  truth  of 
t&y  general  maxim. 

It  is  fo  far  from  being  true  that  there  are  few 
DiiTenters  who  would  not  think  it  an  afiront  to  be 
taken  for  Calvinifta,  thft  the  great  body  of  them 
would  be  exceedingly  offended  if  they  were  called  by 
•oy  other  name.  This  is  notorious.  Your  learned 
good  and  able  ally  Mr.  Badcock,  of  whom  you  boaft 
b  much,  p.  77,  78.  hasferved  two  congregations  of 
)iflenters,  both  profefledly  calvinifHcal,  and  in  the 
D  higheft 
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highcfl:  degree.  He  hunlclf  ranks  with  that  dam 
having  now,  as  I  am  informed,  no  commuoiol 
or  connexion  with  thole  who  are  ufually  call4 
rational  DiJfenUrs.  I  appeal  to  himfelf,  and  Ml' 
prelent  conoregation  at  South-Molton,  as  wclltfj 
bis  former  at  BarnHable,  for  the  truth  of  the  faA.    , 

We  Diflenters  are  much  better  lituated  than 
you  are  for  judging  of  the  truth  of  my  general: 
maxim,  viz.  that  large  bodies  of  men  do  notfood^ 
change   their  opinions.      Notwithftanding  thci 
Diflenters  have  no  legal  bonds,  but  are  pejfeftlH 
free  to  ndopt  whatever  opinions  they  pleafe;  yet,  j 
as  they  were  univerfally  Calvinifts  at  the  time  j 
of  the  reformation,  they  are  very  generally  foftill. 
The  minifters,  as  might  be  expefted,  are  the  moll  • 
enlightened,  and  have  introduced  fome  refor- 
mation among  the  common  people ;   but  a  majo- 
rity of  the  minifters  arc,  I  believe,  ftill  Calvinifts. 

I  fliould  have  thought  that  no  perfbn  at  all  ac- 
quainted with  hiftory  could  have  entertained  a 
doubt  with  refpeft  to  the  general  maxim  that  you 
refer  to,  viz.  that  great  bodies  of  men  do  not  ^ 
foon  change  their  opinions.     Did  it  not  appear 
when  our  Saviour  and  the  apoftles  preached  the 
gofpel  with  all  the  advantage  of  miracles;  and 
did  it  not  appear  in  the  chriftianizing  of  the  Gen- 
tile world  ?  I  need  not  inform  you  how  long  the 
ignorant  country  people  in  particular  continued 
•pagansy  a  word  borrowed  from  their  being  chiefl] 

th< 
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the  inhabitants  of  villages.     Does  not  the  hiilory 

both  of  the  corruption  and  of  the  reformation  of 

thriftianity  prove  the  fame  thing  ?     How  many 

■"yet  believe  the  doftrine  of  tranfubftantiation  ? 

^  ind  what  I  think  as  much  a  cafe  in  point,  how 

many  yet  believe  the  dodrinc  of  the  trinity  ? 

Had  it  not  been  for  the  force  of  this  maxim,  we 

^  fliould  not  have  found  an  archdeacon  of  St.  Al- 

y"  bans  employing  the  moderate  fhare  of  learning 

that  he  is  poffeffed  of  in  the  defence  of  a  tenet  fo 

palpably  abfurd. 

You  feem.  Sir,  to  fpeak  with  contempt  of  the 
do&rines  of  Calvin.     I  muft,  however,  remind 
you,  that  the  doftrinal  articles  of  your  church  are 
Calviniftic.    If  you,  therefore,  be  a  true  member 
of  the  church  of  England,  believing  ex  animo^ 
and  in  their  plain  obvious  fenfe,  all   the  thirty- 
'    nine  articles,  you  yourftlf  believe  the  doftrines  of 
original  fin,  predeftination,  and  every  other  te- 
net that  is  generally  known  by  the  name  of  CaU 
vimfiic.     I  do  not  tax  you,  as  you  repeatedly  do 
inc,  with  infincerity.     I  prefume  you  really  do  be- 
iitre  xhe  dodrincs  that  are  termed  Calviniftic, 
and  therefore  1  think  you  ought  to  have  treated 
ihcm  with  more  refpeft.     You  ought  alfo  to  have 
fpoken  with  more  reipedt  of  the  Methodifts> 
Th^9  as  well  as  you,  are  profeflfed  members  of 
the  church  of  England,  and  not  DifTenters. 

I  am,  &c« 
D  a  LETTER 
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IV. 


Of  the  fuppofed  orthodox  Jewifit  church  ai  Jerujit' 
/(fw,  and  of  tbi  veracity  of  Origeu. 


Rev.  Sir. 

X/'OU  fpeak  of  a  church  of  trinitarian  Jews, 
who  had  abandoned  the  law  of  Mofes,  and 
refided  at  Jerufalem^  fubfequent  to  the  time  of 
Adrian.     Origen,  who  aflerts  that  all  the  Jcwilh 
chriftians  of  his  time  conformed  to  the  law  of 
Mofes,  you  fay,  muft  have  known  of  this  churchi 
and  therefore  you  do  not  hefitate,  after  Molhcimi 
to   tax   him  with  aflferting  a  wilful  falfehood. 
Error  was  often  afcribed  to  this  great  man  by  the 
later  fathers,  but  never  before,  I  believe,  was  hii 
^veracity  called  in  queftion.     And  Icaft  of  all  can 
it  be  fuppofed  that  he  would  have  dared  to  affcrt 
a  notorious  untruth  in  a  public  controverfjr.   He 
muft  have  been  a  foolj  as  well  as  the  knave  yon 
make  him,  to  have  ventured  upon  it.    iTour  treat- 
ment of  m)  felf,  however,  gives  mc  the  Icfi  jpain, 
when  I  fee  you  not  fcrupling  to  fix  a  fimilar 
odium  on  the  character  of  the  rcfpeftablc  Oxigcn. 
But  what.  Sir,  would  you  not  have  faid  of  me,  if 
I  had  been  reduced  to  this  dilemma,  in  order  to 
maintain  my  opinion  ?•    What  an  outcry  did  not 
you  and  Mr.  Badcock  make  when  I  difputed  the 
'  evidence 
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nee  of  E.ufebius>  though  I  could  confute 
rom  himfclf  *  j  and  with  refped  to  integrity^ 
liarader  of  Eufebius  never  ftood  fo^  high  as 
)f  Origen.  But  you,  or  rather  your  author 
eim,  fliall  be  heard* 

ihalL  take/'  you  lay,  p.  59,  ^^  what  you 
f  think  a  bold  ftep.  I  (hall  t^x  the  veracity 
your  witnefs,— of  this  Origent  I  fhall  teil 
\  that»  whatever  may  be  the  general  credit  of 
charader,  yet  in  this  bufinefs  the  particulars 
lis  depofition  are  to  be  little  reg^ed,  when 
fets  out  with  the  allegation  of  a  notorious 
lood.  He  alleges  of  the  Hebrew  chriftians 
general,  that  they  had  not  renounced  the 
iaic  law.  The  aflertion  ferved  him  for  an  an* 
r  to  the  inveftive  which  Celfus  had  put  in  the 
uth  of  a  Jew  againft  the  converted  Jews,  as 
^rters  of  the  laws  and  cuftoms  of  their  ancef- 
.  The  anfwcr  was  not  the  worfe  for  wanting 
h,  if  his  heathen  antagonift  was  not  fufficiently 
rmed  in  the  true  diftindtions  of  chriftian  lefts 
leteA  the  falfhood.  But  in  all  the  time  which 
pent  in  Palcftine,  had  Origen  never  convcrfed 

rfim  makes  no  difficulty  of  contradidling  Eafebius  in 
i^  and  withooc  making  any  apology  for  him  at  all. 
Kment  Mr.  Daillc  having  faid  if  that  account  he  true, 
es,  **  He  knew  very  well,  that,  ftri^lly  fpeaking,  it 
;0t  true ;  for  he  knew  many  others  long  before  Theo- 
,  and  not  a  few  even  before  Ignatins^  who  taught  the 
herefy,  a  catalogue  of  whom  nuy  be  feen  in  Epipha- 
*  and  whom  he  proceeds  to  meniion*  Vindicix» 
:ap.  ii.  p.  24. 

D  ^  "  with 
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*•  with  Hebrew  chriftians  of  another  fort  ?  Had  hi 
'*'  met  with  no  chriftians  of  Hebrew  families  of  thii 
*•  church  of  Jerufalem,  when  that  church  was  undrf ' 
**  the  government  of  bilhops  of  the  uncircutndfioof 
*'  The  faft  is,  that  after  the  demolition  of  Jerufidcrt 
**  by  Adrian,  the  majority  of  the  Hebrew  chriffiam 
•*  who  muft  have  paffcd  for  Jews  with  the  Roflwa 
*'  magiftrates,  had  they  continued  to  adhere  to  tilt! 
Mofaic  law,  which  to  this  time,  they  had  obfetttf 
more  from  habit,  than  from  any  principle  of  cotf* ' 
fcience,  made  no  fcruple  to  renounce  ic,  that  dxf 
^^  might  be  qualified  to  partake  in  the  valuable  pii- 
*'  vilcges  of  the  JElian  colony,  from  which  JrtI 
**  were  excluded.     Having  thus  diverted  them- 1 
**  felves  of  the  form  of  Judaifm,  which  to  thtt 
**  time  they  had  born,  they  removed  from  PeHa,  and 
^'  other  towns  to  which  they  had  retired,  and  fettled 
**  in  great  numbers  at  JElia.     The  few  who  r^ 
^*  taincd  a  fuperftitious  veneration  for  their  lawJf  •■ 
*'  remained  in  the  North  of  Galilee,   where  thc]f 
•*  were  joined,  perhaps,  by  new  fugitives  of  ihfc 
**  fame  weak  character  from  Paleftine,      And  this 
^'  was  the  bejiinning  of  the  feft  of  the  Nazarcncs. 
**  But  from  this  time,  whatever  Origen  may  prctcndi 
**  to  ferve  a  purpofe,  the  majority  of  the  Hebrew 
*'  chriftians  forfook  their  law,  and  lived  in  commu- 
*'  nion  with  the  gentile  bifhops  of  the  new  mo- 
"  dellcd  church  at  Jerufalem ;  for  the  name  was 
*'  retained,  though  Jerufalem  was  no  more ;  and 
**  the  feat  of  the  bifliop  was  at  JEWz.     All  this  I 
^  affirm  with  the  lefs  hefitation,  being  fupported  by 
^*  the  authority  of  Mofheim,  from  whom,  indeed, 

*'  1  firft 
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*  1  firft  learned  to  rate  the  teftimony  of  Origen^  ia 
'^  this  particular  queftion^  at  its  true  value.*' 

Struck  with  this  extraordinary  narration,  of  a 
ttiniatlion  of  ancitrnt  times,  for  which  you  refer  to 
00  authority  bcfides  that  of  Modicim^  I  looked 
lotD  him  ;  but  even  there  I  do  not  find  all  the 
particulars  that  you  mention.  He  fays  nothing  of  the 
|iewi(h  chriftians  having  oblerved  their  law  more 
Brom  habit  than  any  principle  of  confcience ;  nothing 
if  their  making  no  fcruple  to  renounce  tlieir  law, 
D  order  to  partake  in  the  privileges  of  the  TElian 
X)lony  ;  nothing  of  any  Jtwifh  chridians  removing 
Tom  Pella  and  fettling  in  ^lia  ;  nothing  of  the  re- 
aring of  the  reft  to  the  North  of  Galilee  5  or  of 
liis  new  origin  of  the  Nazarcncs  there.  For  alt 
dicfe  particulars,  therefore,  learned  Sir,  you  muft 
avc  ibme  other  authority  in  pcttOy  befides    that 

3f  MoQicim  \  and  you  ought  to  have  produced 

• 

ft. 

Alfo,  as  you  adopt  die  afTertions  of  Mofheim^  I 
DOuld  wifh  to  know  his  authority  for  Ibppofing,  tliat 
there  was  any  fuch  thing  as  a  church,  or  part  of  a 
Jkurch^  of  Jewifli  chriftians  at  JeruLicm,  after  the 
kftruftion  of  that  city  by  Adrian.  i\%  to  your 
Nitons,  tliey  are  a  feries  of  fuch  improbable  cir- 
umftances,  as  hardly  any  hiftorian  of  the  time 
ould  make  credible.  Bodies  of  men  do  no  >  v/hat* 
ircr  you  may  imagine,  fuddmly  change  thrAr  opi- 
lons,  and  much  Icls  their  cuftoms  and  lubit*:  \:\(^ 
"all  would  an  adt  of  violsKcs  p:oduce  t\\\:  t■'t^::  ; 

D  ±  ■■^'^" 
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and,  of  all  mankind^  the  experiment  was  the  kM 
likefy  to  anfwer  with  Jews.  If  it  had  prodwlf 
any  effect  for  a  time,  the  old  cuQoms  and  hahJH: 
would  certainly  have  returned  when  the  dang^  mi[; ■ 
over.  You  might  juft  as  well  fuppofe  that  all 
Jews  in  Jeru&lcm  began  to  fpeak  Greek,  as  well 
abandoned  thdr  ancient  cuftoms,  in  order  to  eof 
the  valuable  privil^s  of  the  JElian  colony.  Aai 
you  would  have  this  to  alledge  in  your  favour,  dM 
from  that  time  the  biihops  of  Jerufalem  were  d 
Greeks,  the  public  offices  were,  no  doubc^  ptf- 
formed  in  the  Greek  language  ;  and  the  church  of 
Jerufalem  was,  indeed,  in  all  rcfpeds,  as  mucbi 
Greek  church,  as  that  of  Antioch. 

As  you  fay,  p.  134.  with  refpeft  to  myfdf, 
that  a  man  ought  to  be  accomplifhed  in  an- 
cient learning,  who  thinks  he  may  efcapc  with 
"  impunity,  and  without  deteftion,  in  the  attempt 
^'  to  brow-beat  the  world  with  a  peremptory  and  . 
"  reiterated  allegation  of  teftimonies  that  exift 
"not;"  how  much  more  accomplifhed  oughi^ 
that  man  to  be,  who  now  writes  the  hiftory  o^ 
tranfaftions  in  the  third  century  without  alledge 
ing  any  tefltimony  at  all  ? 

Moflicim  himfelf,  who  began  this  accufation 
of  Origen,  produces  no  authority,  in  his  DifTer- 
tations,  for  his  alVertion.  He  only  fays  that  he 
cannot  reconcile  the  fa<5t  that  Origen  mentions, 
with  his  feeming  unwillingnefs  to  allow  the  Ebio- 
nitcs  to  be  chriflians.    But  this  is  cafily  accounted 

for. 
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for,  from  the  attachment  which  he  himfelf  had  to 
■Ac  doftrlne  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  which  they 
^nied ;  and  from  their  holding  no  communion 
with  other  chriltians. 


lit 


f  All  the  appearance  of  authority  that  I  can  find 
kany  ancient  writer,  of  the  Jewiih  chriftians 
itAierting  the  Uw  of  their  anceftors,  is  in  Sulpicius 
^Sererus,  to  whom  I  am  referred  by  Moflieim  in 
^  hiilory.  But  what  he  fays  on  the  fubjeft,  is 
rpnly  what  follows :  "  At  this  time  Adrian,  think- 
"  ing'  that  he  (hould  deftroy  chriftianity-  by  cje- 
; "  ftroying  the  place,  erefted  the  images  of  dsfc- 
"  mons  in  the  church,  and  in  the  place  of  our 
[  "  Lord's  fufFerings  ;  and  becaufe  the  chriftians 
"were  thought  to  confift  chiefly  of  Jews  (for 
"  then  the  church  at  Jeniralcm  had  all  its  clergy 
''  of  the  circumcifion)  ordered  a  cohort  of  foldicrs 
"  to  keep  conftant  guard,  and  drive  all  Jews  from 
"  any  accefs  to  Jerufalem,  which  was  of  fervice  to 
"  the  chriftian  faith ;  for  at  that  time  they  almoft 
"  all  believed  Chrift  to  be  God,  but  with  the  ob- 
"f^rvancc  of  tJie  law  ;  the  Lord  fo  dilpofing  it, 
"  that  The  fervitude  of  the  law  fhould  be  rcinovcd 
"  from  the  liberty  of  the  faith,  and  of  the  church. 
"  Then  was  Marc  the  firft  bifhop  of  the  Gentiles 
"at  Jerufalem  ♦/• 

Where, 

*  Qaa  tempeftate  Adrianus,  exiflimans  fe  chriflianain  fidem 

lod  iBJurift  pcrempturum,   et  in   templo  ac    loco  dominicx 

paSkmis  dxmonam  iunuiachra  conftituit.    £t  quia  chrifliani 

ex  judaus  potiffimom  potabantur  (namque  turn  Hierofolymae 

BOO  eifi  ex  circunicUione  habebat  ecclcfia  Saccrdotem)  militunv 

CO- 
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Where,  Sir,  do  you  find,  in  this  pafiage>  tag, 
promiie  of  immunities  to  the  Jewilh  chriftiaoii 
if  they  would  forfake  the  law  of  their  fathefSf 
On 'the  contrary,  the  hillorian  fays,  that  cheobr 
jecb  of  Adrian  was  to  overturn  Chriftianity,  ami 
that  the  Jews  were  baniihed  becaufe  the  chrij 
then  were  chieBy  of  thatnation.  According  to 
account,  all  the  Jews,  chriftians  as  well  as  othei% 
were  driven  out  of  Jerufalem  ;  and  nothing  k\ 
faid  of  any  of  them  forfaldng  the  law  of  Mofoij 
aixi  your  aflertion  of  their  having  been  graduallf 
prepared  for  it,  by  having  before  this  timcob- 
Icrved  their  law  more  from  habit  than  from  coin 
Icieiice,  is  unfupportcd  by  any  authority  or  pro- 
bability.    Eufebius  mentions  the  expulfion  of  the  ^ 
Jews  from  Jerufalem,  but  fays  not  a  word  of  any  '! 
of  the  chriftians  there  abandoning  circumcifion,  ■ 
and    their  other   ceremonies  on    that  occafion.  i 
Indeed,  fuch  a  thing  was  in  the  higheft  degree  ] 
improbable. 

Independent  of  all  natural  probabilitv,  had 
Sulpitius  Scvcrus  aftually  written  all  that  Mof- 
hcim  advances,  and  all  the  curious  particulars 
that  you  have  added  to  complete  the  account; 

cohnrtrm  ciii1odia<:  in  pfrpeiunm  agitarc  juflit,  qm  JudxO* 
rrrr.r:  jli'^roroiynKe  aliii:.-*  aioorci.  Quod  q;uucm  chriAiao* 
r.ati  pjoficii'biit ;  quia  turn  pvivi  omin-s  Chi  ilium  Deum  fub 
l.\::'s  obibrv;itio:\e  ciait.bant,  Nimiriim  iJ  domino  ordinanie 
liirpofitum,  m  Icgib  krvi:u>  n  lil>cTtaic  fidei  atque  ccdcfix  wl-. 
]irctiir.  Jta  turn  prrmum  MaTus  ex  Gcntibus  apud  Hieio* 
ibiymaia  c;:ifcopu:.  luii.     Hill.  lib.  IL  c.'xxxi.  p.  245. 

•  whether 
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i»hecher  is  it.  Sir,  from  this  writer,  or  from  Ori- 
I  |en>  tliat  we  are  more  likely  to  gain  true  informa- 
I  fhn  on  this  fubjeA.     Origen  writing  in  contro^ 
fttfyy  and  of  courfe  fubjeft  to  corredion,  ap- 
to  a  (z6t  as  notorious  in  the  country  in 
%hich  he  himfelf  refided,  and  in  his  own  times^ 
which  therefore  he  could  not  but  have  given 
icular  attention.     Whereas  Sulpitius  Severus 
in  the  remoteft  part  of  Gaul,  feveral  thou- 
land  miles  from  Paleftine,  and  two  hundred  years 
after  Origen,  fo  that  he  could  not  have  affcrtcd 
diefaft  as  from  his  own  knowledge,  and  he  quotes 
nio  other  perfon  for  it.     But  in  fa£b  Sulpitius  Se- 
verus is  no  more  favourable  to  your  account  pf 
the  matter  than  Origen  himfelf;  fo  that  to  the 
:  authority  of  both  of  them,  of  all  ancient  tefti- 
mony,  and  natural  probability,  you  have  nothing 
;  lo  oppofe' but  your  own  conjectures,  and  nothing 
'  to  plead  for  this  condudi:  but  that  your  poor  and 
wretched  caufe  requires  it. 

Having  confulted  Eufcbius,  and  other  ancient 
writers  to  no  purpofe,  for  fome  account  of  thcfe 
Jews  who  had  defertcd  the  religion  of  their  an- 
rcftors,  I  looked  into  Tillemont,  who  is  wonder- 
fully careful  and  exafl  in  bringing  together  every 
thing  that  relates  to  his  fubjeilj  but  his  account 
f  of  the  matter  differs  widely  indeed  from  Mof- 
]ieim*s  and  yours.      He  fays  (Hift.  des  Empe- 
reurs,  tom.  II.  part.  ii.  p.  506.)  "  The  Jews 
'^  converted  to  the  faith  of  Chrift  were  not  ex- 
2        #  *'  cepted 
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'^cepted  by  Adrian  from  the  prohibition  to  cooA 
"  tinue  at  Jcrufalem.     They  were  obliged  to  01^ 
**  out  with  the  reft.     But  the  Jews   being  tbai] 
^'  obliged  to  abandon   Jerufalem,  that  churok 
''  began  to  be  compofed  of  Gentiles ;  and 
"  the  death  of  Adrian,  in  the  middle  of  the  Ytat\ 
*'  138,  Marc,  who  was  of  Gentile  race,  was 
«  blifhed  their  biftiop."     He  does  not  fay  witM 
Mofheim   that  this  Marc  was  chofen  by  the 
"  Jews  who  abandoned  the  Mofaic  rites/'    Hifc 
vol.  I.  p.  172. 

Fleury,  I  find,  had  the  fame  idea  of  that  event. 
He  fays,  Hift.  vol.  I.  p,  316,  "  From  this  time 
**  the  Jews  were  forbidden  to  enter  Jerufalcm,  or '" 
"  even  to  fee  it  at  a  diftance.     The  city  being 
*'  afterwards  inhabited  by  Gentiles,  had  no  other 

**  name  than  JEViz. Hitherto  the  church  of 

'^  Jerufalcm  had  only  been  compofed  of  Jewifii 
"  converts,  who  obfcrved  the  ritual  of  the  law  * 
"  under  the  liberty  of  the  gofpel ;  but  then  as 
"  the  Jews  were  forbidden  to  remain  there,  and  \ 
"  guards  were  placed  to  defend  the  entrance  of  \ 
"  it,  there  were  no  other  chrillians  there  beHdes 
**  thofe  who  were  of  Gentile  origin  j  and  thus  [ 
^^  the  remains  of  the  fervitude  of  the  law  were 
^'  entirely  abolifhed." 


Thus  ends  this  church  of  orthodox  Jewilh 
chriftians  at  Jerufalcm,  planted  by  Moflieim,  and 
pretty  well  watered  by  the  Archdeacon  of  St. 

Albans  1 
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lUbans;  from  which  you  have  derived  fuch 
^zt  adyantage  to  your  argument.  But  what 
^dence  can  you  bring  that  the  ancient  Jewilh 
dnirch  at  Jerufalem,  even  before  the  time  of 
Adrian,  was  trinitarian  ?  If  they  were  Nazarenes, 
i^iphanius  reprefents  them  as  unitarian  when 
John  wrote ;  and  who  was  it  that  converted  them 
fcom  unitarians  to  trinitarians,  and  what  evidence 
ksve  you  of  any  fuch  converfion  ? 

What  became  of  the  chriftian  Jews  who  were 
driven  out  of  Jerufalem  by  Adrian,  does  net  appear. 
It  is  moft  probable  that  they  joined  their  brethren 
it  Pella,  or  Beraea,  in  Syria,  from  which  they  had 
Come  to  refide  at  Jerufalem,  and,  indeed,  what  be- 
came of  the  whole  body  of  the  ancient  chriflian 
lews  (none  of  whom  can  be  proved  to  have  been 
liiiutarians)  I  cannot  tell.  Their  numbers,  we  may 
fiippofe*  were  gradually  reduci^d,  till  at  length  they 
Kteune  cxtinft.  I  hope,  however,  we  Ihall  hear 
^  more  of  them  as  an  evidence  of  die  antiquity  of 
tlie  trinicarian  doflrine. 

I  cannot  help,  in  this  place,  taking  fome  farther 
^tice  of  what  you  fay  with  refpe<£t  to  this  charge  of 
^  wilful  falfehood  on  Origen.  ^*  Time  was,''  you 
lay,  p.  160.  "  when  the  pradice"  (viz.  of  ufing  un- 
fuflifiable  means  to  ferve  a  good  end)  **  was  openly 
^  avowed,  and  Origen  himfelf  was  among  its  de* 
•■  fenders.**  This,  Sir,  as  is  ufual  with  you,  is 
nach  too  (trongly  ftated,  and  as  you  mention  no 
urhoririeSj  you  might  think  to  efcape  detection. 

I  believe. 
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I  beiieve,  indeed^  you  went  no  farther  than  & 
heim  for  it.  Jerom,  in  his  epiftle  to  Pammacfa 
Opera,  vol.  L  p.  496.  fays,  that  Origen  adopted 
Platonic  doctrine  (and  you.  Sir,  are  an  admirer 
Plato)  of  the  fubfcrviency  of  truth  to  utility, 
with  refpcft  to  deceiving  enemies,  &c.  as  J 
Hume,  and  other  fpeculative  mor^iifts  have  doi 
confidering  the  foundation  of  all  focial  virtue  to 
the  public  good.  But,  Sir,  it  by  no  means  folio 
from  ihis,  that  fuch  perfons  will  ever  indulge  the 
felves  in  any  greater  violations  of  truth  than  th 
who  hold  other  fpeculative  opinions  concerning  1 
foundation  of  morals. 

Jerom  was  far  from  faying  as  you  do,  that  "  he 
•*  duced  his  theory  to  praftice.'*  He  mentions 
inftance  whatever  of  his  liaving  recourfe  to  it, : 
is  far,  indeed,  from  vindicating  you  in  afferti 
p,  160.  that  "  the  art  which  he  recommended 
•'  fcrupled  not  to  employ ;  and  that,  to  fikncc 
**  adverfary,  he  had  recourfe  to  the  wilful  and* 
*'  liberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  faTehooc 
Here,  Sir,  is  much  more  in  the  conclufion  than 
primifes  will  warrant.  Many  perfons  hold  fpccil 
tive  principles,  which  their  adverfaries  think  m 
oeceflarly  lead  to  immorality;  but  thofe  v 
bold  them  fhould  be  heard  on  the  fiibjedt  %  and 
conclufion  will  not  be  jufl,  unlefs  th^ey  themfel 
.conne(^  immoral  pradices  with  their  princip 
I  find.  Sir,  that  the  characters  of  the  dead  are  no  f 
in  your  hands  than  thofe  of  the  living.  1  aip  unwUI 
to  (i^y  a  faarlh  diing,  and  I  wifh  to  avoid  it  the  mi 
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left  1  ifaould  be  thought  to  return  railing  far  railing  \ 

han  really,  unlcrl's  you  can  make  a  better  apology 
Sat  yourfelf,  than  I  am  able  to  lugged,  you  will  be 
Qob&dtred  by  impartial  perfons,  as  dLfalJiJier  cf  bif- 

ifrnff  and  a  defatncr  of  the  charaQir  of  the  dead^  ui 

I'^ldcr  to  ferve  your  purpofe. 

I  am,  &c 


LETTER 


V. 


r 


Of  Ilerefy  in  the  earliefl  times. 


Rev.  Sir, 

TAflerted   that  the   unitarians  were  not   orr- 
ginally  confidered  as  heretics^  and  for  this  I 
have  adduced  a  variety  of  arguments,  one  of  the 
priocipal  of  which   is,  that  the   apollle   John, 
chough,  according  to  all  the  evidence  of  ami- 
qiuty,  he  could  not  but  have  known  that  unita- 
rians were  numerous  in  his  time,  never  cenfures 
theoi  j  whereas  he  writes  with  the  greateit  indig- 
nation againlt  the  tenets  which  belonged  to  the 
oppolitc  fyftem .  of  Gnofticifm.    I  obferved  the 
fknac  with  rcfpedt  to  Hegelippus,  JufHn  Martyr, 
and  Clemens  Alexandrinus.     I  now  find   the 
fiune  to  be  true  of  Polycarp  and  Ignatius,  and 

tha€ 
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that  even  Irenieus,  Tertulliuij  and  Origen,  did!! 

not  treat  the  unitarians  as  heretics. 

You  infift  upon  it,  however,  that  John  doa 
cenfure  the  unitarian  dodrine;  which  is  curious 
enough,  when,  according  to  your  account,  there 
were  no  Ebionitcs  or  Nazarcnes,  that  is,  none^ 
who  denied  the  pre-exiftence  of  Chrift,  till  long 
after  the  time  of  John.  But,  pafling  this,  yoo 
acknowledge  that  the  phrafc  coming  in  the  J!^- 
alludes  to  tlie  proper  humanity  of  Chrift,  awl 
therefore  refpefts  the  Gnoftics }  but  you  main- 
tain thr.t  it  likcwife  alhides  to  a^ffr_yffl/*i  fo  ' 
that  v/c  may  neccflarily  infer  from  it,  that  he  wii 
a  being  of  a  higher  rank  before  his  coming  ia 
thcHsfli.  i 

You  fay,  p.  17.  "  The  attempt  to  aflign  a  rft- 
*'  fon  why  the   Redeemer  (hould  be  a  man,  im- 
"  plies  both  that  he  might  have  been,  without    ' 
•*  partaking  of  the  human  nature,  and  by  conf^    1 
"  quence  that,  in  his  own  proper  nature,  he  was    I 
"  originally  fomething  different  from  manj  and    1 
*'  that  there  might  have  been  an  expectation  thtt    ' 
"  he  would  make  his  appearance  in  fome  form 
"  above  the  human."    But  it  is  certainly  quite 
fufficient  to  account  for  the  apoftle's  ufmg  that 
phrafc  coming  in  the  flejh,  that  in  his  time  there 
actually  exifted  an  opinion  that  Chrift  was  not 
truly  a  man,  but  was  a  being  of  a  higher  order, 
which  was  prccifely  the  doctrine  of  the  Gnoftics. 
That  before  the  appearance  of  the  MelHah,  any 
perfons 
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I  -thit  be  wooldi  or  mjg^t  oome 
B  ^nB  above  the  human  I  abfolutely  deny. 

fJl^Kakmi"  you  fay,  p.  97*  **  why  a  mao  fhould 

pirn  nao,  ok  would  not  ezpcQ  in  a  fober  man's 

But  ttitainlyi  it  was  nrj  proper  to 

i-«  teafba  why  one  who  was  a«/  thought  to  be 

crly  a  man,  was  really  fo  \  which  is  what  the 

e  hat  done. 

iifti  yoa  caB  upoo  me  fo  loudly  to  give  any  proof 
t  the  i^mfe  emitig  in  ibe  fiejb  is  defcriptive  of 
ttGnomc  berefy  only,  and  not  of  the  unitarian 
!  alfo,  1  fliall  give  an  anfwer  that  may  per* 
\  lansfy  you,  which  is,  that  it  is  fo  ulcd  in  the 
!  of  Polycarp,  the  difciple  of  John.  In  a 
_£  in  this  epiftle,  in  which  the  writer  evidently 
ides  10  the  Gnoftics  only,  he  introduces  this 
y  phrafe,  comHg  in  tbefie^.  See  ledt.  vi.  vii.  in 
,p4  Wake's  traoAation,  p- 55.  **  Being  zealous 
J  w  what  is  good,  abftaioing  from  all  offence, 
P-iod  from  fiUfe  brethren,  and  from  thofe  who 
^bear  the  name  of  Chrift  in  hypocrify,  and  wbo- 
dve  vuD  men.  For  whofoever  does  not  cod- 
I  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  come  in  the  fleih,  he  is 
RiAoiichrift,  and  whofoever  does  not  confels  his 
^bfeing  upon  the  crofs  is  from  the  devil ;  and 
^vhoIpeTCr  perverts  the  oracles  of  God  to  his 
i^jpum  iDterefts,  and  fays,  that  there  Hull  be  ndther 
i^ACT^iefurreftlon,  nor  judgment.  He  uthefirft- 
^ntn  of.&tui.  Wherefore,  leaving  the  vanity 
■■jBt  nwy,  and  their  falfc  dodhines,  let  us  return 

^  IT  M  .- 
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••to_the  word  that  was  dcUycred  ' 
**  ginning.'* 

Had  this  writer  proceeded  no  farther  than 
fccond  claufe,  in  which  he  nKntions  thofe  who 
not  believe  thac  Chrift  fuETered  upon  the  crol's, 
might  have  been  fuppofed,  that  tie  alluded 
clafles  of  men,  and  that  the  latter  were  dil 
from  thofc  who  denied  that  he  came  in  the 
But  as  he  goes  on  to  mention  a  cliird  circumJ 
iriz.  the  denial  of  the  rdurredtion,  and  we  an 
that  thofe  were  not  a  third  clafs  of  perfons, 
evident  that  he  alluded  to  no  more  than  one 
the  fame  kind  of  perfons  by  all  Hk  three  charaden 
I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  apoftle  John,  frofl 
whom  the  writer  of  this  epiftle  had  this  phral 
ufed  it  in  the  fame  fenfe,  and  meant  by  it  on 
thofc  perfons  who  believed  that  Chrift  was  not  tnl 
man,  i.  e.  the  Gnoftics. 

Befidcs,  is  it  not  extraordinary,  that  if  this  apoft 
conceived  the  indignation  that  you  fuppofe  him  I 
have  entertained  againd:  the  unitarians,  he  fliou! 
give  no  intimation  of  it  except  in  this  one  ami 
guous  expreflion  ?  You  own  that  he  marks  c 
Gnoftics  clearly  enough,  and  exprefles  the  ftron^ 
averfion  to  them.  How  came  he  then  to  fparfl 
unitarians,  who  have  been  fo  odious  fmcc  ?  Tti 
muft  own  that,  in  the  courfe  of  his  gofpel,  1 
inferts  many  exprcffions  which,  when  litcnlly  ins 
tcrpreted,  militate  fhxingly  againfl:  the  doftrine  9I 
the  divinity  of  Chrift;  u  when,  accordmg  to  Hitv 
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Saviour  lays  the  Father  is  greater  than  I\  I  can 
Moibing  of  niyfelf'9  I  live  by  the  Father  j  the 
^her  svitbin  m-j  be  doib  the  works.    Tbe  Father 
the  only  irue  Gody  &c.     If  the  apoftie  knew  that 
were  in  his  time  thofe  who  believed  that 
inft  was  a  mere  man,  while  be  himfelf  believed 
to  be  God,  is  it  not  extraordinary  that  he 
lid  give  them  fuch  an  advantage  from    the 
of  our  Saviour  in  his  own  gofpel  \  and 
he  ihould  have  taken  no  care  to  qualify  or 
Jiun  it  ?  Perfons  who  are  aware  of  a  dangerous 
iion,  and  wi(h  to  guard  others  againft  it,  do  not 
jbrice  as  he  does. 


You  will  probably  fay,  that  John  taught  the 
Kvinity  of  Chrift  with  fuHicient  clearnefs  in  the 
ktfroduftion  to  his  gofpel,  which  might  ferve  as  a 
Kuard  againft  any  miftake  with  refpeft  to  Rich  ex- 
iveflions  as  thofe  above  quoted.  But  it  appears 
jlbat  the  ancient  unitarians  underftood  that  intro- 
H^ion  as  we  now  do,  taking  the  logos  to  mean 
Cbrift^  but  the  wifdom  and  power  of  God  redding 
him,  and  a£ting  by  him.  The  Noetian,  in 
iQlytus,  fays,  "  You  tell  me  fomething  new, 
when  you  call  the  Son  logos  *.'*  And  the  oldeft 
^tpinion  on  the  fubjed  is,  that  in  that  introduction 
pblia  alluded  to  the  Gnodics  only,  as  he  did  in 
lis  epiftles. 

,•  AM*  %fu  f^oi  rt^9  ?€J'or/>t«i  ^zfUs  K^yov  Myuv  wok. 
CoBtra  NoetDm,  fcfi.  xv.  p.  i6. 


E 
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Ignatius  alfo  frequently  mentions  htnjji] 
heretics^  and,  like  John  and  Polycarp,  with  | 
indignation  ^  but  it  is  evident  to  every  peribii^ 
is  at  all  acquainted  with  the  hiftory,  learning, 
language  ot  thofe  times,  and  of  the  fubiequent  o 
that  he  had  no  perfons  in  his  eye  but  the  Gnpi 
only.  I  defire  no  other  evidence  of  this,  bd 
a  careful  infpediion  of  the  paiTages.  I  Ihall  re 
only  one  of  them,  from  the  epiflle  to  the  Sir 
nasans,  f<:db.  iv.  v.  in  Wake's  tranflation,  p.  i 
Speaking  of  his  own  fufFerings,  he  fays,  ** 
.  ^*  who  was  made  a  perfect  man  ftrengtheniog  I 
*•  Whom  fome  not  knowing  do  deny,  or  rat 
•*  have  been  denied  by  him,  being  the  advoc 
**  of  death,  rather  than  of  the  truth,  whom  ncit 
**  the  prophets,  nor  the  law  of  Mofes  havef 
*'  fuaded,  nor  the  gofpel  itfelf,  even  to  this  d 
**  nor  the  fufFerings  of  every  one  of  us.  For  il 
**  think  alfo  the  fame  things  of  us.  For  what  d 
*'  a  man  profit  me  if  he  fhall  praife  me,  and  b 
*'  pheme  .my  Lord,  not  confeffing  that  he  ' 
•'  truly  made  a  man.  Now  he  that  doth  not 
*'  this,  does  in  efFcft  deny  him,  and  is  in  dcs 
"  But  for  the  names  of  fuch  as  do  this,  they  be 
"  unbelievers,  I  thought  it  not  fitting  to  write  tl 
"  unto  you.  Yea  God  forbid  that  I  fhould  m 
''  any  mention  of  them  till  they  (hall  repent, ! 
•*  true  belief  of  ChrilVs  paffion,  which  is  our 
**  furredion.  Let  no  man  deceive  himfclf,"  i 
lie  afterwards  fpeaks  of  thefe  perfons  abftur 
from  the  eucharift,  and  the  public  offices,  **  bee 


*  ■■' 
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'  confefled  not  the  eucharifl:  to  be  the  flefli  of 
Saviour  Jcfus  Chrift,  which  fuffered  for  our 
,  and  which  the  Father  of  his  goodnefs  raifed 
in  from  the  dead.  Ic  will,  therefore/*  he 
"  become  you  to  abftain  from  fuch  perfons^ 
not  to  fpcak  with  them,  neither  in  private 
in  public." 

w  like  is  this  to  the  writings  of  the  apoftle 

and  how  well  they  explain   each  other. 

pre  fee  the  blafpbemy  afcribed  to  the  Gnoftics, 

Juftin  mentions,  their  feparating  them- 

from  the  communion  of  chriftians,  their 

ig  the  refurreftion,  and  their  pride.     Now, 

amc  this  writer,  like  John,  never  to  cenfure 

litarians,  if  he  had  thought  them  to  be  he- 

?     That  they  cxifted  in   his  time,   there 

was  a  doubt,  except  what  is  juft  darted  in 

aft  publication  of  yours.     It  can  only  be 

nted  for  on  the  fuppofition  that  he  himfelf, 

.1  as  the  apoftle  John,  were  unitarians,  and 

ley  had  no  idea  of  any  berefies  befidcs  thofe 

different  kinds  of  Gnoftics. 

jfon  fays,  that  Ignatius  refers  to  the  doc- 
of  the  Ebionites  in  his  epiftle  to  Polycarp, 
I  thofe  to  the  Ephefians,  the  Magnefian$, 
le  Philadelphians ;  but  I  find  no  fuch  re- 
:es  in  them,  except  perhaps  two  paffages 
.  may  eafily  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  al- 
;  becaufc,  when  correfted  by  an  unitarian, 
ig  is  wanting  to  the  evident  purpofe  of  the 

E  3  writer; 
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writer  $  whereas  his  cenfures  of  the  Gnofticsj 
frequent  and  copious  -,  fo  that  no  perfon  can 
tend  to  leave  them  put^  without  materiglly 
jpring  the  epiftles. 

Befides^  there  are  in  thefe  epiftles  of  Igi 
feveral  things  that  are  unfavourable  to  the 
trine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift. ,  Thus  to 
Ephefians,  he  fays,  fedt  v,  **  How  much 
muft  I  think  you  happy  who  are  fo  joined 
him  [the  bifhop]  as  the  church  is  to  Jc 
Chrift,  and  Jcfus  Chrift  to  the  Father,  that  A| 
^*  all  things  may  agrpc  in  the  fame  unity."  Tft: 
the  Magnefians,  feft.  yii,  he  fays,  **  As  therefbfC 
**  the  Lord  did  nothing  without  the  Father, 
"  being  united  to  him,  neither  by  himfclf  nor 
*^  yet  by  his  apoftles  5  fo  neither  do  ye  any  thing 
*'  without  your  biftiop  and  prefbytcrs." 


cc 

€€ 


What  this  excellent  man  faid  when  he  appeared 
before  the  Emperor  Trajan,  was  the  language  of 
an  unitarian.  "  You  err,"  he  faid  "  in  that  you 
•*  call  the  evil  fpiritsof  the  heathens,  gods.  For 
*'  there  is  but  one  God,  who  made  heaven  and 
"  earth,  and  the  fea,  and  all  that  are  in  thcmi 
"  and  one  Jefus  Chrift,  his  only  begotten  Son, 
?'  whofe  kingdom  may  I  enjoy."   WaKe,  p.  13I1 

I  am,  &c. 


J^ETTER 
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LETTER       VI. 

ibefentiments  of  Juftin  Martyr ^  Irenaus^  and 
Clemens  Akxandrinusy  concerning  Herefy. 


Rev.  Sir 9 

'   TF  after  what  I  have  feen  in  your  Charge^  and  in 

thefe  Letters  J  I  could  be  furprized  at  any  thing 

you  fay  on  thefe  fubjefts,  it  would  be  at  your  fo 

*  confidently  maintaining,  pi  79.  that  Juftin  Mar- 

•  tyr  had  a  view  to  the  unitarians  in  thofe  accounts 
of  berefy  in  general^  which  I  quoted  from  him ; 
when  any  perfon,  with  a  fmall  portion  of  that 
reading  of  which  you  pretend  to  fo  much,  muft 
know  that  every  word  and  phrafe  in  thofe  ac- 
counts, efpecially  the  charge  of  fridey  atbeifm^ 
and  blafphemyy  is  appropriated  to  the  Gnoftics, 
and  the  Gnoftics  only.  I  muft  take  the  liberty 
to  fay,  that  you  know  nothing  at  all  of  the  an- 
cient ecclcfiaftical  writers,  if  you  can  imagine 
that  the  unitarians  are  ever  defcribed  by  them  in 
this  manner.  I  am  even  afliamed  to  argue  with 
any  man  who,  if  he  has  read  the  early  fathers  at 
all,  has  read  them  to  fo  littU  purpofe. 

To  me  it  is  indifputably  clear,  that  Juftin 
Martyr  confidered  no  other  clafs  of  perfons  as 
heretics,  unfit  to  have  communion  with  chrif- 
tians,  but  the  Gnoftics  only.  Let  any  reafon- 
able  man  but  compare  thefe  paffages  in  which  he 

E  4  cenfures 
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cenfures  the  Gnoftics  with  fo  much 
with  thofe  in  which  he  fpcaks  of  th^  unit 
(in  which  I  (till  am  of  opinion  he  makle)  an 
logy  to  them  for  his  ^own  principles^  but 
certainly  imply  no  cenfure)  and  I  think  he 
not  but  conclude  with  me,  that  unitai'ianifih 
confidered  in  thofe  time$  in  a  very  diflrerent 
from  what  it  was  i^erwards,  and  is  now. 

JuftiQ  alfo  particularly  mentions  his  Itavinj 
je&ion  to  hoki  cotpmunion  with  thofe  Jewifh 
fians  who  obferved  the  law  of  Mo^^  provided  1^; 
did  not  impofe  it  qpon  others.  IXal.  p.  23*.  Vmf 
who  could  thofe  be,  but  Jcwifli  unitarians  ?  fo^i 
ligreeable  to  the  evidence  of  all  antiquity^  all  die 
Jcwifti  chrillians  were  fuch. 

It  is  truly  remarkable,  and  may  not  have  been 
obfcrvcd  by  you,  as  indeed  it  was  not  by  my- 
felf  till  very  lately,  that  Ircnasus,  who  has  written: 

*  This  circumdance  may  throw  fbme  light  on  thepibfi 
in  Jeroxn,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  the  Ebionites  as  anathemttii^ 
folelyon  account  of  their  adherence  to  tlw  Je^ifli  law.   Tte 
Ebionites^  at  lead  many  of  them,  would  have  impoied  thefokt 
of  the  Jewifh  law  upon  the  Gentile  chriftians,  they  would  not  / 
communicate  with  thofe  wh^  were  not  circumcifed,  and^rf^cooA 
tbefe  could  not  communicate  with  them ;  fo  they  were  oecefiiilr 
\ti  a  ftate  of  ej^communication  with  refpedl  to  each  other.    ThU 
would  alfo  be  the  cafe  with  the  Cerinthians  as  well  as  the  Ebio- 
nites, and  therefore Jerom  mentions  them  together,  the  feparate 
of  communion,  with  refpe£t  to  both  arifing  from  the  obfemnoa 
of  the  law  of  Mofes ;  though  Jerom  might  write  ung^tuirdedly^ 
a^  he  often  did,  in  confounding  the  cafe  of  the  Certnthiana 
fo  much  4s  he  here  dqes  with  tl^t  of  tl^  £bioni(ea» 

fo 
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0  largp  a  iRtock  on  the  fubjcft  of  herefy,  after  the 
Ame  of  JuftiDj  and  in  a  country  where  it  is  pn^babie 
diere  were  fewer  unitarians,  again  and  ai^ain  cha-> 
nfiierizes  them  in  fuch  a  manner,  as  makes  it  evi« 
dcDtf  tliac  even  be  did  not  confider  any  other  per^ 
fims  as  being  properly  heretics  befides  the  Gnoltics, 

I'  He  ezprefles  a  great  diflike  of  the  Lbionttes ;  but 

f  though  be  appears  to  have  known  none  of  them 

'  beGda  thofe  who  denied  the  miraculous  conception, 

k  never  calls  them  heretics.    I  had  th  ught  that 

1  91  one  paiiage  he  had  included  them  in  that  appeila- 
"  tioQ;  but  oblerving  that  in  his  introduction,  and 
r  tther  places,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  heretics  in  general^ 
I  k  evidently  meant  the  Gnoftics  only,  and  could  not 

can7  ^^  views  any  farther,  I  was  led  to  reconfider 
that  particular  pafTage,  and  I  found  that  I  had  been 
miftaken  in  my  conftrudion  of  it. 

• 
"  All  heretics,*'  he  fays,  "  being  untaught  and  ig- 
•*  norant  of  the  difpenfations  of  God,  and  cfpcially 
"  of  that  which  relates  to  man,  as  being  blind  with  re- 
'*  fpedt  to  the  truth,  oppofe  their  own  I'alvation ;  fome 
**  introducing  another  father  befides  the  maker  of 
•*  the  world,  others  faying  that  the  world  and  the 
*•  matter  of  it  was  made  by  angels,*'  &c.  and  after 
'  mendoning  other  fimilar  opinions,  he  adds,  ^^  others 
"  not  knowing  the  difpenfation  of  the  virgin,  fay 
"that  he  (Jefus;  was  begotten  by  Jofcph.  Some 
"  lay  diat  neither  the  foul  nor  the  body  can  receive 
^  ciiernal  life,  but  the  internal  man  only% "  i.  e. 
that  they  denied  the  refurreftion. 

*  Indo£ti  omnes  heretici,  et  ignorantes  difpofitiones  Dci, 
^tinfcii  ejus  qu<c  cfl  fecundum  homincm  difpenfationis,  quippe 

cscutientes 
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Now  as  Cerinchus,  and  Carpocrates,  and  oi 
Gnoftics,  denied  the  miraculous  concepiioria  as 
as  the  Ebionices,  and  all  the  reft  of  this  defcript 
both  before  and  after  this  circumftance,  evident^ 
belongs  to  the  Gnoftics  only,  and  as  in  no  odw 
place  whatever  does  he  comprehend  them  in  Ini. 
definition  o^  berefy,  it  is  natural  to  conclude  that  \d 
had  no  view  to  them  even  here,  but  only  to  thofc 
Gnoftics,  who,  in  common  with  them,  denied  llw 
miraculous  concepdon.  If  there  be  any  other  paf- 
fage  in  Irenarus  in  which  he  calls,  or  feems  to  cal^ 
the  Ebionites  heretics^  I  have  overlooked  it.  Tl* 
Ebionites  were  Jews,  and  had  no  communion  with 
the  Geociies,  ac  \ta&.  that  appears}  and  Irenm 
fsys  nothing  ac  all  of  the  unitarians  among  ^ 
Gentiles,  who  generally  believed  the  miraculouicott- 
ception,  thoi^h,  as  appears  ftotn  other  evidcnoe, 
tbey  conftituted  the  great  mals  of  the  onkaraed 
chiiftians. 

Clemens  Alexsndrinus  makes  frequent  mendon 
of  heretics,  and  expreflcs  as  much  abhoneoce  of 
them  as  Juftin  Martyr  does  \  but  it  is  evident,  chat 
in  all  the  places  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  diem,  1b 
idea  of  herefy  was  confined  to  GnoftLcifm.  He  ooo* 

crentientn  circa  veriutem,  ipfi  faz  centndicimt  lalatL  Afi 
^iiidem  alieruin  introduceoCEs  prKier  demiorgtunpUKm,  Alii 
autem  ab  ttngelii  quibufdiin  dicentes  f«&am  die  mBsdliBi 
et  fubftiniiuD  ejai,  &c.  Alii  antem  rnrib*  ignonnm  Vutbb 
djfpf  nfiitipneiii,  tx  Jofeph  dicunc  eum  geDeratam.  i  Bt  qmdm 
quidem  neqae  animam  fuam  neqae  corpas  redpere  peAe  dicnt 
KterDam  ntam,  ftd  untum  honuDem  iateiiDmn.  Lib.  V, 
cap.  xix.  p:  499. 

fidra 
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fikis  it  as  an  anfwer  to  all  heretics  to  prove  that 
**  there  is  one  God>  the  almighty  Lord,  who  was 
^  preached  by  the  law  and  the  prophets,  and  alfo 
•*  in  the  blcflcd  gofpel*."   He  alfo  fpcaks  of  hcrcfy 
M  H  borrowed  from  a  barbarous  philofophy  i*'  end 
%i  of  beiedcs,  that  ^^  though  they  fay  there  is  one 
.'^  God,  and  fing  hymns  to  Chrift,  it  was  not  accord- 
**  bg  to  truth )  for  that  they  introduced  another  God, 
**  and  fuch  aChrift  as  the  prophets  had  not  foretold." 
Sbom.  lib.  VL  p.  675.      See  alfo  p.  542.  662. 
■fie  likewiie  fpeaks  of  heretics  in  general,  as  having 
a  lugh  opinion  of  their   own  knowledge,  otn^ir 
yNMfitH  uKnpilaf .  Strom.  Lib. VII.  p.  754.   He  calls 
them  ^^i^9^»'h  men  who  think  that  they  have  found  the 
^mb^  p.  755.  and  c/t^  ^o^o^o^ia^  exHp/EAfyci,  elated  with 
4  c$nceii  of  their  knowledge^  p.  759.      He  fays  that 
'^  herefy  began  in  the  time  of  Adrian,"  when  it  is 
WcU  known  that  BaGlides,  and  the  mod  diftin- 
gui(hed  of  the  Gnoftics  made  their   appearance. 
55 1 rem  Lib.  VII.  p.  764.      He  fays  the  heretics 
'^^cnt  by  different  naipes,  as  thofe  of  Valcntinus, 
^larcion,     and    J^afilides,    mentioning  none    but 
C^Qoftics,   p.  765.     It  may  only  be  conjcdturcd 
l^hatlie  meant  the  Ebionites  by  the  Peratici^  enume- 
rated by  him  among  thofe  who  had  their  denomina- 
^on  from  the  place  of  their  refidence.     But  this  Is 
the  only  paflage  in  which  the  word  occurs.  He  never 
includes  the  Gentile  unitarians  among  heretics,  and 
^cn  yoyr  great  authprity,  Molheim,  allows  (what 

i^<*«p«  fv*»IAiK  yvmivi  KiHii^vyUiVov,     Stroai.  Lib. VI. 

mdeec 
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indeed  he  could  not  df ny)  that  the  onitarins  fir^ 
in  comnninion  witK  the  catholic  church  in  die 


As  the  (IriA  EUonites  held  no .  eommunlo 
with  the  Gendle  chriftians,  it  is  Terypoffibbtfai 
Ckmens  Alezaodrinus  might  infert  thrni  ia  a 

logue  of  heittid,  and  allude  to  them  under  cN  J 
of  firmtia,  without  Unending  any  co^re  of  tben 
doArine  wiSi  refpeft  to  Chriit  Befides^  thia  Mai 
name  given  them»  as  he  (ays,  from,  thgr  ptms  of  w 
fidencei  and  therefore  did  not  include  the  unitaiiaiii 
among  the  Gentiles. 

It  is  clear  to  me  from  the  attention  that  I  hai^ 
lately  given  to  tlus  fubje£t,  that  even  long  after  tlv 
do£brine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  eftabli(be< 
by  councils,  and  the  decrees  of  emperors,  the  com 
moh  people  were  well  known  to  beiieve  nothing  c 
the  matter  •,  and  yet,  if  they  made  no  difturbance 
and  did  not  think  proper  to  feparate  from  the  cottt 
munion  of  the  orthodox  themfclves,  they  were  n^ 
excommunicated.  This  may  be  inferred  from  f)K 
pafiage  which  I  quoted  from  Athanafius;  but(^^ 
which  you  have  taken  no  notice,  from  which  it  ap- 
pears that  the  unitarians  were  the  a  voaam  ,  ibf 
mamf.  In  the  time  of  Tcrtullian  they  were  the 
major  pars  credentium^  the  greater  pari  c/Mseversi^ 
and  in  the  time  of  Origcn  they  were  the  to  wa*^, 
$ii  muUitude^  and  the  ta  irAii^ii  the  mulMudes* 

I  am^  2rc/ 
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let   t  e  r     vii. 

Hiv.  Sir, 
plJOTHING  can  well  be  more  eridenc  than 

'  diu  TertuUian  reprefcBts  the  great  body  of 
Oiileanied  chriftians  in  his  time  as  unitarians,  and 
even  holding  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity  in  great 
^^iiCHTence.  It  is  hardly  poflible,  in  any  form  of 
vronls,  to  defcribe  this  ftate  of  things  more  clearly 
than  he  does.  Indeed,  with  refpeft  to  this  you 
*rT  pleafed  to  make  fome  concelBon,  though  by 
'Bo  means  fuch  as  the  cafe  requires. 

•*  I  muft  confefs,  Sir,"  you  fay,  p.  74.  "  here 
**  rccms  to  be  a  complaint  ag^nll  the  unlearned 
"  chriftians,  as  in  general  unfavourable  to  the  tri- 
**  nitarian  doctrine  j"  but  you  add,  «  the  com- 
"  ptaint  is  of  your  own  railing.  TertuUian  will 
**  'Vouch  but  for  a  fmall  part  of  it,  SimpU  per- 
*y«f,  fays  TertuUian  (not  to  call  them  ignorant 

*  and  iieott)  who  ahoayj  mtkt  the  majorifjt  of  it- 

*  iievers,  hetaufe  the  rule  of  fdtb  it/elf  carries  ns 
"  ^wayfrem  the  many  gods  of  the  heathens t  to  the 

*  «K  tme  Gfd ;  net  underftanding  that  one  God  is 
^  Udeed  to  he  beltevedj  hit  mtb  an  obconomy  (or 
*•  nrrangement)  fiartfe  a*  the  Mamomy.  Tbef  take 
**  »  fir  granted  thai-  the  mmber  and  di/pojltion  of 
**  the  trmty  it  a  divijion  of  the  unity.    The;  fretend 

"that 
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•*  thai  two  J  and  even  three  are  preached  by  usy  oaf 
"  imagine  that  they  them/elves  are  the  worfinfperj  §f 
•*  one  God.  We^  they  fay ^  hold  the  monarchy.  La- 
^'  tins  have  caught  up  the  word  MONARCHiiLj  Grids 
*^  will  not  underjland  oeconomia.  Let  our  au- 
"  thor*s  words  be  thus  exaftly  rendered,  and  you 
**  will  find  in  them  neither  complaint,  nor  ac- 
**  knowledgment,  of  a  general  prevalence  rf 
"  the  unitarian  doftrine  among  chriftians  of  any 
"rank.  TertuUian  alleges,  that  what  credit  it 
**  obtained  was  only  with  the  illiterate,-  nor  with 
'*  all  the  illiterate,  but  only  thofe  Who  were  igno- 
"  rant,  and  ftupid  in  the  extreme.  To  prcclodft 
«*  the  pica  of  numbers,  he  remarks,  that  the  illitc- 
*'  rate  will  always  make  the  maiofitv  of  believers. 
*^  Some  fimple  people y  he  fays,  take  alarm  at  th6 
'^  notion  of  a  plurality  of  perfons  in  the  unity  of 
"  the  godhead." 

Here,  Sir,  i  complain  of  two  grofs  mifrepre- 
fentations  of  your  author,   the  firfl:  refpe<5ls  the 
number  of  thefe  fimple  people,  and  x\tt  fecond  the 
degree  of  their  fimplicity,  or  as  you  call  it  Jtupi- 
dity.     Whoever  TertuUian  meant  by  thtjimplices 
and  the  idiot^ej  for  any  thing  that  appears,  he 
meant  the  whole  body  of  them*     His  language 
is  general,  and  unlimited,  and  therefore  you  are 
altogether  unwarranted  in  your  limitation  of  it 
to  feme  of  them.     I  really  wonder  at  your  affurance 
in  this.     I  am  far  from  conftruing  TertuUian 
rigoroufly,  and  am  ready  to  allow  that  fame  df 
thck  Jimpliees  and  idiot^e  might  profcfs  to  believe 

the 


[DEACON  OF.ST.  ALBANS.     63 

ne  of  the  trinity,  though  he  fays  no- 
;  but  making  all  reafonable  dedudtions 
:count,  he  afierts  a  palpable  falfehood, 
I  himfelf,  if  a  very  great  niajority  of 
likes  and  idiota  were  not  unitarians. 
Lole^  it  is  impofTible  not  to  infer  from 
;e,  that,  in  the  time  of  Tertullian,  the 
y  of  unlearned  chriftians  were  unita- 

that  they  were  fo  in  part  from  their 
>n  of  the  regula  fideij  or  the  creeds  to 
y  gave  their  affent  at  baptifm.  They 
rded  the  doArine  of  the  trinity  with 
nothing  lefs  than  idolatry,  enjoining 
ip  of  more  gods  than  one.  Common 
Dut  no  other  conftruftion  on  this  paf- 

Tertullian  is  far  from  beincr  fingular 
knowledgment.  It  is  made  in  difFer- 
i  by  leveral  of  the  fathers,  even  later 
ge  of  Tertullian. 

lext  place,  I  complain  of  the  degree  of 
J  or,  as  you  call  it,  ftupidity  with  which 
j;e  thcfe  unitarians.  Tertullian  calls 
r,  which  you  render  ideotSy  and  this  you 
flurance  to  call  an  exaU  tranjlation.  You 
.  that  I  confult  only  i\\t  ordinary  lexicons. 
in  what  lexicon  or  didlionary,  ordinary 
rdinary,  did  you  find  this  fcnfc  of  the 
ay  in  Latin,  or  ///«7ii;  in  Greek  ?  Can 
uce  any  pafTage  in  an  ancient  writer 
he  word  has  that  meaning  ?  I  will  ven* 
y  that  it  properly  (ignifies  an  unlearned 

man, 
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mum,  or  a  peifon  who  has  not  had  a  learn 
liberal  education.  But  fuch  perfofis  may 
as  good  fenfe  as  thofe  who  have  had  that  w 
tage,  and  may  judge  as  truly  concemin] 
great  principles  of  religion  as  the  moft  lea 
The  doctrine  of  one  God,  or  two  Gods,  rec 
no  knowledge  of  the  learned  languages,  and 
Sit*,  perhaps  would  have  underftood  chrifti 
no  worfe,  if  you  had  never  heard  of  the  Parmi 

It  is  moft  natural  to  interpret  the  langus 
any  writer  by  the  ufe  of  it  in  other  writers  c 
fame  age,  character,  and  profeflion.  Nd 
tranflator  of  Irenaeus  certainly  ufes  the 
idiota  (irri«7n<.  no  d^ubt,  in  the  original  G 
for  an  unlearned  man.  without  the  leaft  refc 
to  any  weaknefs  of  underftanding.  Speaki 
the  heretics,  who  boafted  of  their  knowledg 
fays,  lib.  V.  cap.  xx.  "  Non  contemplantes  q 
pluris  fit  idiota  religiofus  a  blafphemo  e 
pudente.  fophifta :  Not  confidering  how  i 
**  better  is  a  religious  and  unlearned  man,  t 
*'  blafphemous  and  impious  fophift."  Cer 
you  would  not  render  it  a  religious  ideet,  for : 
arc  incapable  of  religion w  From  i\it  blaj 
here  afcribed  to  heretics,  who  were  Gnollia 
may  alfo  take  a  hint  for  the  right  underfta 
of  the  quotation  from  Juftin. 

Theodoret,  in  his  explanation  of  i  Cor.  xi 
fays,  that  <^  by  i//o7>ic  was  meant  a  la^an 
^^  caufe  it  is  the  cuflom  to  call  thofe  iM^ 
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^■Kvt'«g«t»gagcdiQ  war}"  meaning,  perhaps, 
Wialt^riw  luid  DO  public  employments/'  Ope- 
fi4.uk;  p.  191. 

\9x0n  o(  the  New  Teftament  had  « 
It  idea  from  yours  ef  the  meaning  of 
ib^i^ifH    For  in  A6ts  iv.>i3i  we  read  that 
Jktnr  and  Jflhs  were  examiaed  before  tho 
i:pjvi(^>wd  hilt  kindred,  *'th^  wondered  at 
bfddnefst  becaufe  they  .perceived  them  to 
;l>e  tfimU:  i"  but  it  is  not  rendered  iJeots,  which 
Jure  been  absurd  enough,  but  unUarned 
«Mt^    la  iCor.xiv.  the  word  occun 
ekiiea,  and  is'  always  tranflated  unUanudv 
tt  aCor.  xi.  6.  Paul  calls  himfelf  i/i«V.  and 
t|aiuld.-ndt  he  fuppofed  to  have  called  himfelf 
It  is  there  Tendered  mde. 

Vfi«t//qf  yoiir  pi^ofs,  p-.  83.  that  unitariaoifm 
Rth-fn^fctibed  in  the  prinutive  church  in  the 
*  laSf.TWPllian,  i*  his  faying  that  the  regula 
ij»  fc».?efttife  A  Prafcripiione  was  the  belief 
tlKitM-if|:i^&.  ?gt  .ev^  writer,  if  we  with 
itto  cavil,  but  to  underftand  his  real  meaning, 
t  be  interpreted  in  a  mannA*  confilten^  with 
~"  '  It  is  a  degree  of  candour  that  4^  due  to 
(Ml^ttirst  and  what. you  ftrongly  plead  for  in 
iiikiibife  of  Eufebiusi  Now,  concerning  what  w« 
IN.UII  tt*  ap^iet  w<rf,  TertuUian  expreffes  him- 
IIKiBiRidt'a'  nnaniier  (in  his  treatHe  de  Virginihus 
AWiu^VgiV^  usclen-ly  to  vnderftand  that  this 
WrfniBAat  wM  iwceSary  to  the  faith  of  a  chrif>- 
•U  F  tiap. 
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Heretics^''  he  fays, ''  aflbciated  with  the  to^ 

with  fortune-tellers,  with  aftrologers,  with  pbt- 

"  lofophersj   being  actuated   by  a  principle  <^ 

"  curiofity  ;  fo  that  the  quality  of  their  futh  BOf. 

"  be  judged  of  from  their  manner  of  lifcj  fcr' 

'  "  difcipline  is  the  index  of  doctrine  *.'* 

The  whole  of  this  account  is  inconfiftent  wAf 
TertulUan*s  confidering  unitaridfis  as  heretics,  bM 
much  more  is  his  faying,  that  ^^  the  ValendmiBi* 
**  were  the  moft  numerous  of  all  the  hciedcsfr 
and  that  *'  the  heretics  had  nothing  to  do  withtbeir  1 
difcipline.  Their  want  of  commuRton,"  he  la)fSt 
fhews  that  they  are  foreign  to  us  J."  Feritis 
moft  evident  that  thofe  whom  he  calls  Jimplices  and 
idiot  a  y  were  ranked  by  him  among  the  credentes^  of 
believers.  They  were  even  the  major  pars  credentim 
though  unitarians,  and  holding  the  doftrine  of  the 
trinity  in  abhorrence. 

Let  any  perfon  judge  from  the  whole  of  this,  if 
it  muft  not  have  been  inconfidcrate,  at  leaft,  in  Tcr- 

*  Notata  etiam  funt  commercia  bxretieoram  cum  migi^' 
quam  p]uribus,icum  circalatoribtts,  cum  aftrologis,  compiiii^ 
ibphis,  curioiicati  fcilicet  deditis.-*-— Adeo  ec  de  genere  000* 
verfationis  qualicas  fidei  xflimari  potefl:  do&ina:  index  dif* 
ciplina  eft.    De  Pnefcriptione,  f.  XLiii.  p.  2i8« 

t  Valentiniani  frequentiflimum  plani  collegium  inter  hxxti' 
ticos.    Ad.  Valent.  f.  i.  p.  250. 

X  Hseretici  autem  nullum  habent  confortium  noATX^Jik¥ 
plinae,  quos  extraneous  utique  teilatur  ipfa  aidemptio  co]iun0^ 
nicationis.    De  Bapti(fiio>  f.  xv.  p.  230* 

tuKtaf^i 
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tolliaiij  and  inconlillenc  with  himfelf,  to  call  thofc  per- 
I  Jons  hcredcs,  who  could  not  fubfcribe  to  that  form  of 
the  creed  which  mcludcs  the  article  of  pre-cxiftence, 
and  which  was  not  allented  to  at  baptifm. 

Tcrtullian  alfo  recites  the  articles  of  the  creed  in 
■  third  form,  in  his  book  againft  Praxeas.  But  as 
io  the  former  lie  evidently  had  a  view  to  the  Gnoftics 
snly,  fo  in  this,  be  had  a  view  to  the  opinions  of 
Pr^Ecas,  whom  he  was  refuting.  This,  therefore, 
as  well  as  the  other,  though  delivered  in  the  form 
'of  a  creed,  and  faid  to  be  held  by  all  chriftians,  can 
■only  be  confidered  as  his  own  comment  upon 
it,  and  as  containing  his  own  opinion.  It  is  as 
follows : 

**  We  believe  in  one  God,  but  under  that  difpen- 
••  fation  which  we  call  ihe  acomnrf  %  fo  that  there  is 
•*  alfo  a  fon  of  this  one  God,  his  word,  who  proceeded 
"  from  him,  by  whom  all  things  were  made,  and 
"  without  whom  nothing  was  made  thit  was  made  i 
*'  that  he  was  fent  by  the  Father  into  a  virgin,  and 
*'  of  her  born  man  and  God,  the  fon  of  man,  and 
*'  the  fon  of  God,  and  called  Jcfus  Chrill ;  that  he 
■'  fuflered,  died,  and  was  buried,  according  to  the 
«*  fcriptures ;  that  he  Vas  raifed  by  the  Father,  and 
•*  taken  up  into  heaven ;  that  he  fits  at  the  right- 
•*  hand  of  the  Father,  and  will  come  to  judge  the 
*'  living  and  the  dead  ;  who  thence,  according  to 
•*  his  promjfe,  fent  from  the  Father  the  holy  fpirir, 
•'  the  comforter,  and  the  fanftifier  of  the  faith  of 
F  3  *'  iliofe 
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*'  iliofe  who  believe  in  the  father,  the  foo,  and  C| 
"  holy  fpirit'." 

Let  the  impartial  reader  rhen  judge,  whether** 
are  not  more  likely  to  find  the  genuine  proptf 
creed,  which  was  confidered  as  containing  the/u/Vi 
of  all  cbrijiians,  unmixed  with  any  peculiaropinmitt 
of  TcrtuUian's  own,  in  the  treaiifc  de  Virimilt 
Velandist  in  which  he  is  not  oppofing  ertbodoKj  m 
teteredeiey,  but  fimply  faitb  lo  praHice. 

I  am  really  furpHzed  that  you  Ihould  lay  fo  muA 
firefs  on  the  teftimony  of  Tcrtullian,  admitting  if 
to  be  clear  and  uniform,  which  it  is  far  from  being. 
and  alfo  on  that  of  F.ufcbius,  with  refpcdl  to  the 
general  faith  of  chriftians  even  in  their  own  times, 
and  much  more  in  times  preceding  them;  whenil 
is  fo  common  for  men  to  reprefcnt  the  opinions  rf 
thofe  whom  they  efleem  as  the  fame  with  their  o*n. 
Every  man  (hould  be  heard  with  caution  n  hen  be 

•  Unicum  quidem  dpum  credimu),  fub  hac  tnraen  difpMt 
fiiione  quam  CEconrmiam  dicimus,  ut  unici  dei  fi:  et  liliH 
firmo  ipfius,  i^ui  ex  ipib  procrfTcrit,  per  quern  omnia  hBiz  fn«, 
et  Hoe  quo  fafiun)  eft  nihil ;  hunt  miflujn  a  p^ire  in  virgiarti 
ei  ex  ea  natum  homirem  et  df  um,  filium  bcminis  el  Alimn  dai, 
etcognominatum  Jefuni  Chriflum.  HuncpafTum,  honemor* 
lunm,  et  frpuitum,  fecundum  fcHpturas,  et  reAirduiDid  t 
patre,  el  in  C3:los  refumptom,  fcderc  ad  dextram  pMrii,  »(•• 
lurum  judicare  vivos  et  mortuoj,  qui  exinde  miferii.  fecondiB' 
promiflionem  fuam,  a  patre  fpiritum  fancliim,  piracletnini 
f^nflificaiorem  lidei  eorum  qui  crfdunt  in  patrem  et  fiiiomitj 
fpiritum  fanftum,  Hane  regui^im  ab  initio  evangslii  deeucd^T 
rifle,  &c.    Ad.  Praxeam,  f.  ii,  p.  joi. 

prufcs 
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Umlelf^  ind  what  he  (ays  jo  one  place 
ftwild  be  compared  with  what  he  lays  in  another, 
•ad  dpectally  what  be  drops,  as  it  were,  aoci^nc- 
tty,  mi  when  he  was  off  his  guard.  As  I  Taid  be* 
ntf  **  tbrir  evidence  in  tbcfe  cafes  js  not  to  be  i«- 
^''  girded,  unlels  thej  bring  fome  fuflicient  proof  of 
"tfatir  aflecooM." 

•  Ha4  TerMliiaii,  OrigcR,  and  others,  thoi^hc 
noR  bighly  of  the  <MMMs^M>^  than  they  did,  we 
lliould  probably  never  have  known  from  them  what 
'llMir  opinions  were.  But  happily  for  us,  they 
iooi^  meanly  of  them,  and,  without  being  aware 
■tfthe  ufe  and  value  of  the  information,  have  given 
'II  fufficiem  lights  into  this  very  important  circum- 
laace  in  the  hiftory  of  their  times.  But  in  this,  as 
«dl  as  in  feveral  other  refpefts,  yoB,  Sir,  have  bem 
led  into  feveral  miftakes  through  your  ignorance  of 
hman  cature ;  the  knowledge  of  which,  and  a  due 
attention  to  it,  would  have  been  of  much  more  fer- 
vice  to  you  in  thrfe  enjiviries,  than  your  knowledge 
<^  Greek,  in  which,  however,  I  do  not  perceive  that 
}0u  greatly  abound.  Thisignoranceofhumannature 
appears  in  your  infifting,  p.  1 74.  that  if  I  admit  the 
evidence  of  Eulebiuc  for  ibc  exigence  of  the  Ebio- 
utes  in  the  time  of  the  apoftle%  I  mult  admit  his 
leftimony  to  their  condemnatioo  of  them. 

^  Theodotus  who  appeared  in  the  time  of 

Tcrtuilian  is  called  a  heretic  in  the  appendix  to 

Tertullian's   book  De  Prtefcriptiont  %    I   think 

probable  that,  after  his  excommunication^  he  ' 

F4 


think  it  ^^ 
•■  foriDcd^^l 
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a  church  of  pure  unitarians,  and  niight  be  the 
.who  fct  up  a  feparatc  place  of  worlhip  an  ibat 
account,  and  therefore  was  denominated  an  btretk 
in  the  original  ftfnje  of  that  word ;  and  this  cir- 
cuinilance  might  give  rife  to  the  opinion  that  be 
was  the  firft  who  taught  the  dodtrine. 

When  Eufebius  wrote  fo  as  evidently  to  fuppofe 
that  the  Ebionites  exifted  in  the  time  of  the  apollln, 
you  fay,  p.  173,  "  I  confidcr  itasan  hafty^crtioa 
*'  of  a  writer  over-zealous  to  overwiielm  his  adw- 
*<  fary  by  authorities."  i  fufpc&  that  be  may  bue  ' 
been  guilty  of  fomcthinir  like  this,  when  he  lud 
that  1  heodotus  was  excon^municated  by  Victor  on 
accoLfUt  of  his  unitarian  principles.  That  be  wn 
excommunicated  I  admit,  UiS.  that  his  uiutaiiaa 
principles  was  the  fole  ground  of  his  excommuni- 
cation, I  have  Tome  doubt,  cpnljdering  your  own 
idea  of  the  credit  of  the  witnefs,  which  tpdecd  is 
pretty  much  the  lame  as  my  own. 

I  am,  &c. 
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HAT    I   have  liud  concerning   Ckmens 

AK-xandrinus  and  TemilUan,  is  true  alfo  of 
Qrigcn,  and  thcfe  writers  may  help  to  explain  each 

Itber.  No  nun  tosk  more  paina  to  inculcate  the 
D&tine  of  the  iegis  ttian  Origen,  and  he  thought 
tneanl;  of  thofethriltians  who  did  not  adopt  it,  con- 
iideiing  them  as  of  an  infenor  rank  ;  but  I  believe  he 
never  claffes  them  with  heretics  ;  and  whenever  he 
fpeaks  of  heretics  in  general.,  he,  as  well  as  all  pre- 
ceding wnt<;rs,  evidently  had  a  view  to  [heGnoftics 
mly.  See  his  Commentary  en  Mftt.  vol.  I.  p.  156, 
>59>  zi2>  287,  475,  and  many  other  pafl^ges  in 
writings. 


><  In  his  tr^tife  entitled  PhiU/opbumena,  which  is 

'  t  firft  of  his  books  againft  the   heretics,  ic  is 

evident  that  he  confidered  none  in  that  light  befides 

:  Gnoftics,  lee  p.  6.  8.  and  16.  of  that  work)  as 

*  publiihed  by  Wolfius,  at  Hamburg,  in  1706. 

In  one  place  he  evi^iently  confiders  the  unitarians 

(id  heretics  feparately,  as  two  diftinft  claffes  oF 

tjDCn  i  but  fuppofes  that  the  unitarians  confouoded 

I  (he  perfons  of  the  father  and  the  fon,  on  which 

r  account  they  were  called  Patripapam.  _  But  not- 

witliftanding 
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wirhftanding  the  cvit  that  he  fays  of  them,  he  icki 
ledges  that  they  adhered  to  their  opinion  as  thiol 
that  it  ciid  honour  to  Chrift,  as  on  other  occal 
he  arcrib'-s  it  to  their  regard  to  the  one 
■  the  Father.  "  We  are  not,"  i'ays  he,  "  ti 
*'  thofc  as  taking  the  part  of  Chrift  who 
**  falfcly  concerning  him,  out  of  an  idea  of  dang 
*'  him  honour.  Such  are  thofe  who  confound  tfit 
**  intetleft  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  diftinguifhinj 
*'  their  fubftance  in  idea  and  name  only-,  and  alt 
"  the  heretics,  who,  out  of  a  dcfire  of  fpesAing 
••magnificently  concerning  him,  CMry  their  bisf 
•*  phemy  very  high,  even  to  the  maker  of  iIk 
*•  world,  are  not  on  his  fide*." 

It  is  evident  to  me  that  in  the  time  of  Oiigct) 
viz.  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  ihedoftriflt 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  fo  tar  from  bang 
-  generally  received,  except  ly  the  bifhops  and  de 
more  learned  of  the  clergy,  that  it  was  conftd'itd 
as  a  fubltme  doflriiie,  proper  indeed  for  perfom 
who  had  made  advancta  in  divine  knowledge,  hoi  1 
not  adapted  to  the  vulgar,  who  were  content  iridi  1 
the  plain  doflrine  of  Jefus  Chrift  and  him  crudBed,  ! 

•  On  *»i/tctov  yt  WM  uTtt  «u7*  "nt  T«  ■>{f 'vJSr  ^fftrm 

*  ft  uifjv  favltiffta.,   TB  /e^a^f/F  ttu}er,  axaiBj  tistr  fvyuilt 

•vaj-fa  iC.  Ttrvif,  711  »ti  o;«  uom,  lyJt't  »r*f/tft,  /iMfabt 

yiy^-tT'ci  a-J]t  ttivtrr,  a.fiKiar  tit  Ta  v^^  «(t>«rrt(,  ^ 
»tf<e'c /.•j.^^Ik  7-BC /„i,,,(-„r,  an  tifir  VTtf  tbim.  CoViBanl. 
u.  Mij:.  vol.1,  p.  471. 

looking 


--• 
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oking  no  farther  than  to  his  humanity)  as  it  is 
rltvered  in  the  gofpels  of  Matthew^  Mark,  and 
»iike.  John's  do£trine  of  the  logos  was  thought 
I  be  too  fublime  for  the  generality  of  Chriftians. 

*'  No  one,"  fays  Origen,  "  taught  the  divinity 
'  of  Chrift  fo  dearly  as  John,  who  prefents,him 
'  to  us,  faying,  I  am  the  light  of  the  world, 
^  I  ani  the  way,  the  truth,  and  the  life  i  I  am  the 
'  refurreftion  j  I  am  the  gate ;  I  am  the  good 
^  fliepherd ;  and  in  the  Revelation,  I  am  the  a^pha 
^  and  omega^  the  beginning  and  the  end,  the  firft 
^  and  the  laft.  *We  may  therefore  boldly  fay, 
^  that  as  the  gofpels  are  the  firft  fruits  (or  moft 
^  excellent  part)  of  the  fcriptures,  fo  the  gofpel 
f  of  John  is  thfc  firft  fruits  of  the  gofpels ;  the 

*  fenfe  of  which  no  perfon  can  conceive  except 
^  he  who  reclines  on  the  breaft  of  Jefus,  and  who 
f  can  receive  from  Jefus  his  mother  Mary,  and 
'  make  her  his  own.  He  muft  be  another  John 
'  who  was  (hewn  by  Jefus  as  another  Jefus.  For, 
'  he  who  is  perfeft  does  not  himfelf  live,  but 

*  Chrift  lives  in  him ;  and  fince  Chrift  lives  in 
'  him,  he  fays  to  Mary  concerning  him,  behold 

*  thy  fon,  Chrift  himfelf  */•• 

**This,"' 

<  l^dLYVtr^t  *9d^±7n9<ti   cvjev  ?^iyorlat  %y^  ufjn  to  ^»*^  ru 

rffrtftf'K .  ty»  UfM  w  ^t/pae,  %y»  f*tf/i  •'V'ii(inv  o  «tfAo<  .  «) 

«-p«/J^  x)  0  fSk*?®**  ToKfivlioy   Toirt/y  utuv  av^fym 
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**  This,"  fays  he,  "  we  ought  to  unde 
"  that  as  the  law  was  a  fhadow  of  good 
"  to  comC)  fo  is  the  gofpel  as  It  is  undc 
"  by  the  generality.  But  that  which  Joh 
*'  the  everlajling  gcfpel,  and  which  may  b 
•'  properly  called  the  fpirilual,  inflrufts  i 
"  tcUigent  very  clearly  concerning  the 
*'  God.  Wherefore  the  gofpel  mu^  be 
"  both  corporeally  and  fpirirually;  and  v 
*'  is  ncceffary  we  muft  preach  the  corpore 
"  pel,  faying  to  the  carnal  that  we  know  n 
"  but  Jefus  Chrifl:  and  him  crucified.  Bu 
"  pcrfons  are  found  confirmed'in  the  fpirir, 
"  ing  forth  fruits  in  it,  and  in  love  with  h( 
"  wifdom,  we  muft  impart  to  them  the  h 
"  turning  from  his  bodily  ftate,  in  that  he 
"  the  beginning  with  God*." 


aTOf^t  Tt  Kc^a  liMtrni','  i  7cr  yet  x/tj*  J'uvclJai  a 

tLKfXiffi^f    txt  To   (■«5(&'   lilffK,    fXM^S    A(tft'»    i»»    ! 

Mapicf  ytnftini»  ^  aujt  ^Jiltfa ;  xj  TtiJ.ixtlsf  <ft  yft 
70/  tae[i.Hfj  ctMsr  ItsWrtir,  at  n  4Jovei  Tor  lwa.eytty  J[: 

tt]a.  Iiia-iy  £t»o  \mv £,  yaa  ■am  a  i%liK'.iaitj.iv^  < 

«/A  if  aviu  ^B  Xf(«{,  >L}  W(l  ^B  tv  aula  XfirQ-, 
wtff  4f7n  f»  M*p/«,  (J*!.  0  i/V^  ffK  0  Xpir©-.  Cud 
Joliaa.  vol,  H.  p.  J. 

*  K«i  T>7s  J^  tiJ'iii'ai  I'^fnr,  oTi  uf-rif  *r'  Tt/iA 

Kc^ayyttt^ofittv  roftv  /v^V|Ufr»7 ;  ii7«'  ^  iva^^iui 
(ivvifiair  Xfirir  oiS'AsitM,  to  rofJii?,aiJit'«r  t/rt  'aa.r 
xfTtyx^xfmm  fwSreu,  O  /i  ^HJir  luarmt  (f a^yiAier 
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**  There  arc,'*  fays  he,  "  who  partake  of  the 
ttg^  which.was  from  the  beginning,  the  logos 
mtwz%  with  God,  and  the  logos  that  was 
Sody  as  Hofea,  Ifaiah,,  and  Jeremiah,  andr  ikiiy 
Rhers  that  fpeak  of  him  as  the  logos  of  God,, 
fid  the  logos  that  was  with  him ;  but  there 
ft  others  who  know  nothing  but  Jefus  Chrift 
pd  him  crucified,  the-  l^^os  that  was  made 
dh;  thinking  they  have  every  thing  of  the 
^gps  when  they  acknowledge  Chrift  accord- 
Ig  to  the  fltlh.  Such  is  the  multitude  of  thofe 
^  aire  called  chriftians*/' 

'  Again,  he  fays,  "  the  multitudes  (i.  e.  the 
jrtat  mafs  or  body)  of  believers  are  inftru6ted 
i  the  fliadow  of  the  logos,  and  not  in  the 

• 

fUt7IXfi»f    Ki  ai^UATSKa^    Xpir<«^i^$/f^   3^    OTH  (JL%^    ^n    TO 

truoY  Kn^vffO'iif  iVAyy^Ktof^  pAffMrfA  /jlhJ^&v  ti/e;  eu  lat 
««/<  If  ItfftiV  'Xfi^ov  )y  tk7o?  i^Avpwuivor,  t»to  vomrio^  » 

'/€€Vptda^/  KATi^pT  i^UiV9{  Tfil  a^ftt/^itT/,  Jj^  ?SfltpTd^Op»l'T?if 
rrm,   ftp»77«  T«  tspAVta  ffO'piA^^  j/.iTAj^OTiOV  AVTOK  Tk  AO^Jf, 

lA^ord'  Airo  T»  ai^ApKtai^^su,  %p  0  nrw  A^yjn  irpaf  tok 
\    Commeot*  in  Joban.  vol.  11.  p.  9. 

0i/T»  fivw  oi  fAiv  iivu  fjiinyjia^lv  At;T»  t»  e?  A^yn  ^oy^ 
po^  TCF  ^^oy  Kayi^  K^  ^fi  Aoys,  «rT«p  »yi»6  x)  iWfiiAf  i^ 
tiflK,  j^  £/  rU  f Tgpo^  ToixTos'  cctuTof  «-*p«r««r  •<  T(?»'  Ao^^t 
fi »  70F  hoyov  y%fi&<u  vfoi  Avro9.  iTipof  A  0/  f/ni'i^ 
ru  Ufjin  Ii»«K  Xpiror  ^  Turcjr  t rrtup^fwroK,  ror  ytvpfAivop 
«  Aoyar,  TO  «^tf  r  r»f£i{orT«<  t/ytfi  tk  Ao>»  Xp/ror  »*t« 
lAfiovv^yfeg^M^'t .  t»to  iTf  ir/  to  *9Kn^9*r«9  n7€7isr«(/;i'* 
Ftfa{ofiir«r.    (^omment  in  Johan.  vol.  IL  p«  49. 


V  «C 


true 


LETTERS     TO     T  HE 

*^  true  logos  of  God>   which  is   In    the 
««  heaven  V      ' 

Thefe  humble  chriftians  of  Origen  whogot^ 
farther  than  the  fhadow  of'  the  logos,  and  dUf'  j 
fimpikis  and  idiots  of  TertuUianj  were  probifa^j 
the  Jimplices  credintium  of  Jcroni,  who,  as  well 
the  heretics^  he  faysi  "  did  not  underftand 
"  fcripturcs  as  became  their  majefty.**  For  bull 
thefe  fimple  chriftians,  within  the  pale  of  the' 
church,  inferred  from  what  John  fays  of  thelqggD^* 
and  from  what  Chrift  fays  of  himfelf,  that  be  iMSi 
perfonally  confidered,  equal  to  the  father,  Jtrom 
would  hardly  have  faid  that  they  did  not  undtor- 
ftand  the  fcriptures  according  to  their  majefl^:  : 
for  he  himfclf  would  not  pretend  to  a  pcrfcft  j 
knowledge  of  the  myftery  of  the  trinity.  "  For  I 
*.*  thefe  fimple  chriftians,  he  fays,  "  th^  earth  of  j 
*'  the  people  of  God  brought  forth  i&fy,  as  for  j 
«*  the  heretics  it  brought  forth  tbortts\*^  For  die  j 
intelligent,  I  fuppofe,  it  produced  richer  fruits. 

From  all  thefe  paffkges,  and  others  quoted  be- 
fore, efpecially  the  major  pars  credentium  of  Tcr- 

Toy:/^AfovTt,  ft.A^mi\jiTAt,  Comment,  in  Johan.  vol.  II.  p.  S^' 

t  Qnod  dicituryi^/r  terrampopuH  miifplna  et  fsenum  afttnil^ft 
referri  poteft  ec  ad  hxrecicos»  et  ad  fimplices  quofque  credeO' 
tiura,  qui  non  ica  fcri^ituram  iatelligunc  uc  illius  couvenitiD^ 
jellati.  Unde  fmgula  fingalis  coapcavimus,  ut  terra  popali  M 
hsreticls  Tpinas,  imperius  quibufque  ecdefix  foenum  alFerat.  I^ 
If.  xxJiir.  20.  Opera,  vol.  IV.  p.  iiS. 

2  tullia0» 
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Qia&j  I  cannot  h^lp  inferring^  that  the  dodrine 
^Chiift  being  any  thing  more  than  a  man>  who 
ll  crucified  and  rofe  flrom  the  de;ul  (the  iwhole 
Irvine  of  the  incarnation  of  the  eternal  logos^ 
mm  in  God^  and  that  wa*  God)  was  cmfi- 
as  a  ipore  (ibftrufe  and  refin^  dodrinr, 
which  there  was  no  occ^on  to  trouble  the 
n  people  |  and  it  is  evident  that  this  clafs 
iphriftians  was  much  daggered  by  it,  and  of- 
led  when  they  did  hear  of  it.  This  could  never 
been  the  cafe  if  it  had  been  fuppofed  to  be  the 
of  the  apoftles^  and  tahave  been  delivered 
diem  as  the  moft  eflential  article  of  chriftian 
in  which  light  it  is  now  reprefented.  Such 
Mnw  as  /amdaUzarej  n^ave/ar^^  &c.  ufed  by 
iertuUian,  and  ntfAovti?  by  Ofigenj  can  orfly  apply 
fe  the  cafe  of  fome  m&wI  and  alanmxg  dodrinc» 
proething  that  men  had  not  been  accixJEtopied  to. 

tt  the  language  of  Orig^n^  it  had  been  the  ^^* 
ptialgo/pil  only,  and  not  thh  Jphitual  and  myfie- 

ifmi  one  that  they  had  been  taught. 

I  am»  &c. 


LETTER 


LETTERS     TO     TH^ 


LETTER        IX.  \ 

Oftht  light  in  -jobich  Ibe  Unitarians  were  conjiitni 
in  later  ages,  and  of  tbejlate  of  the  common  pajk 
at  aH  times. 

Rev.  Sir, 
TT  appears  from  what  has  been  advanced  ia  thi 

preceding  letters,  that,  wliatevcr  might  be  lite 
opi  nion  of  the  more  learned  cjiriftians,  and  of  i:ourlt 
that  of  the  writers,  the  bulk  of  the  common  peo- 
ple were  not  brought  to  a  belief,  or  rather  a  pro 
fcffion,  of  the  dottrine  of  the  trinity  till  a  pnti) 
late  period  ■,  and  that  if  they  did  not  of  them 
felves  leave  the  communion  of  the  orthodox 
and  raifed  no  difttirbance  in  the  church)  the; 
were  connived  at.  In  faft,  they  were  confiderei 
by  the  more  learned  as  fimple  ignorant  peoplf 
who  knew  no  better,  and  who  acquicfced  in  tb 
doftrinc  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Chrift,  becaiif 
they  were  incapable  of  comprehending  thatt 
his  divinity,  and  the  fublime  dodrine  of  tbri 
perfons  in  one  God.  This  muft  have  been  the  «! 
with  the  "I  ■sow.o/,  the  many,  or  multitudcj  of  Alhs 
nalius. 

This  writer,  coiifidering  the  violence  of  his  cb 

rafter,  fpeaks  of  the  iinttanans  with  a  good  deal 

tendernefs  on  account  of  the  difficulty  of  undi 

I  ilandif 
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J    *^^ding  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity.     In  my  former 

•  r^crs,  I  quoted  a  paflage  from  him,  in  which  he 

Teprcfents  them  as  the  01  ^s-o/^o/,  ibe  inan)\  and  per- 

wns  of  a  low  underftanding,  but  by  no  means  as 

pcrfons  out  of  the  church/  Contrafting  them  with 

»     theGnoftics  and  the  Arians,  he  fays,  "  fome  pcrfons 

J     "  confidering  what  is  human  in  Chrift,  feeing  him 

"  thirfting,  labouring  an  J  fufFering,  and  degrading 

*•  him  to  a  mere  man,  fin  indeed  greatly ;  but  they 

"  may  readily  obtain  fcrgivencis,  if  they  repent, 

"  allcdging  the  weaknefs  of  the  flefh ;   and  they 

'•  have  the  apoftle  himfclf  adminiftering  pardon  to 

^  them,  and  as  it  were  holding  out  his  hand  to 

•*  them,  while  he  fays,  Truly,  great  is  the  vyjtoy  of 

"  godlinefs^  Cod  zvas  manifejl  in  the  fiejh  *." 


\ 


According  to  him  many  perfons  within  the  pale 
of  the  church  mufl  either  have  been  unitarians,  or 
have  believed  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  without  un- 
<lerftanding  it,  which  in  hSt  is  no  belief  at  all.  Being 
confulted  what  was  to  be  done  with  refpeft  to  the 
fprcad  of  the  doftrine  of  Paulus  SamofatenfiSy  after 
acknowledging  that  perfons  of  low  underjlandings 
were  chiefly  infefted  with  it,  and  quoting  what 

•  Or*;'  TiJ'€^,  u^TA  Av^faTtvetCM-Tovhif  i^6^<rt  tov  KVfiov 

Tflti  /«  oyvf  TAyjitci  ixiTAytiCtfO^KovTif  ?.AuCAiit;'  ffvyyvcouiiVf 
*99To\ov  ffvyyvauviv  uvtoh  vi^jlovta,  Xj  oiore/  X-'P*  ^^''"^'^  ^^ 

f^Kiyity  iKTltyofTA,    07/  jcj    oiJLoP^oyti^JLivai  IJLiyA  if  I    TO  T}/i; 

^tiff'iCiia;  fJLv^ii^iov,  '^9©*  i^APifu^n  iv  cAfKi.     Inillud  Evan- 
gcHi  Quicunquc  dixcrit,  &c.     Opera,  vol  I.  p.  975. 

G  Paul 
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Paul  iays  of  the  great  myfiery  ofg^dlmifs, 
feft  in  tbijlejby  he  fays,   <^  tbofc*  who  ui 
**  the  fubjed  accurately  are  few,  but  all  ptout 
*'  fons  may  hold  the  faith  delivered  to  tbem^H; 
But  what  kind  of  holding  m'uft  it  Jbc,  whea  i! 
bad  no  perfe£l  underftanding  of  what  they  hdd. 

Gregory  Nazianze n  alfo  reprefents  the  commoaj 
jpeople  as  excQfeable  for  their  errors,  and  ftfe 
not  being  difpofcd  to  fcrutinize  into 


I  have  alfo  obferved  many  inftances  in  ynjttxi 
late  as  Chryfoftom,  who  notwtthftanding  the  jpit^^ 

valence  of  a  different  mode  of  treating  unitarians^ 
vife  the  term  heretics  in  its  ancient  and  proper  feniCf 
for  the  Gnoftics  only.  Here  I  ihall  content  myielf 
with  one  from  Athanafius.  He  fays,  **  The  here- 
^^  tics  make  to  themfelves  another  maker  of  ^. 
**  univtrfr,  befides  the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jcfa 
"  ChriftJ/*  Indeed  Athanafius  confidered  the  pro* 
per  unitarians  in  a  more  favourable  light  than  he  did 
either  the  Gnoftics,  or  the  Arians.  See  Open^ 
vol.  I.  p.  975-  977*  97^- 

*  Oti  7m'  uiv  a,y,ptCuAv  atwTWj  iTri^nTUV  oAi^^wr  tri,  Tar  A 

Incarnacione  contra  P.  Samefat.   Opera.  voK  I.  p.  5.9a. 
^  To.'i  [JLiv  yap   ra  A«t»  ^ct^jn  etv  i^  ^vyyiWTX9i(i%f  T^ 

Opera,  vol.    .  p.  388. 

J'ttfjii^oyw  TCJ7  TTAvT^v  ,v(tfdL  rov  nfATipa  tk  KVftM  mpim  Ilff 
XfiT^*    De  Iflcarnatione.  Opera,  vol.  L  p«  55. 

Cyril 


\. 
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fni  of  Jenilalcm  complains  of  heretics,  both 
arians-  and  Arians,  in  the  bofom  of  the 
th.  "  Now/*  "fays  he^  "  there  is  an  apof- 
cy ;  for  men  have  departed  from  the  faith, 
(ne  confounding  the  Son  with  the  Father, 
liers  daring  to  fay  that  Ghriit  was  created  out 
nothing.  Formerly  heretics  were  open, 
t  now  the  church  is  full  of  conj:ealed  here- 
s*/'  The  more  zealous  of  the  orthodox 
>ps  might  do  fomething  more  than  complain, 
n  general  it  may  be  prefumed  that  they  did 
rouble  themfelves  about  the  matter. 

implaints  of  the  fpread  of  herefy,  both  that 
.c  unitarians,  and  that  of  the  Arians,  in  Afia 
or,  in  the  time  of  Bafil,  by  himfelf,  and  his 
njporaries,  are  without  end.  Thofe  opinions 
ailed  more  efpecially  among  the  common  peo- 
liough  many  of  the  clergy  were  alfo  infeftedj 
Wfhat  is  remarkable,  the  malcontents  com- 
icd  loudly  of  his  innovations,  both  with  re- 
".  to  ancient  doftrines,  and  ancient  praftices. 
fome  time  Bafil,  called  tbegreaiy  was  obliged 
;ive  way  to  the  ftorm,  and  retire  from  his 
efc,  though  this,  it  feems,  was  a  dangerous 
;  for,  according  to  him,  unreniitted  vigilance 

i,  j^  offjiiv  vioTA7oflit9  K(ndLyyi}^\taiff  ot  J^i  toi^ 
r  f^  «x  oFTivK  it(  TO  ttpcti  vci^i¥i)(j^i,TA  \iyiiv  roKutMrip, 
mfef  yt-tv  wttp  pA/ifot  fitiptrixoi,  vvp  J^&  •veTAMpA/r^i  >t 
ffia  Mn.^vyLy.iv»Y  «t/p€7iXA>r.  Cjrilli.  Catecb.  xv.  p.  209. 
lib  p.  5. 

G  2  waa 
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was  neccflary  to  guarjd  their  Bocks  from  fcdw 
tiqn.  "  If  any  perfon/*  he  fays, "  leave  hh  dH 
"  ccfe  for  the  fhortfft  time,  he  leaves  the  corf 
«*  mon  people  cxpofcd  *."  ' 

I  think  we  may  learn  from  l^acundti^'  tfiif 
wrote  fo  late  as  the  reign  of  Juftinian,  chat  in  & 
time  many  of  the  common  people  were  wSi 
known  to  confider  Chrift  as  a  $n€re  $nan,  and  jA 
were  not  difturbed  on  th|t  account.  As  the]ttf- 
fage  in  his  writings  from  which  I  infer  this  isi 
pretty  remarkable  one,  I  fhall  cite  it  at  fid 
length.  Speaking  of  the  condemnation  of  Thco- 
dorus,  in  whofe  favour  he  is  writing,  he  fays,  that 
**  in  condemning  him  they  condemned  all  thofe 
**  who  thought  as  he  did,  even  though  they  af- 
terwards changed  their  opinion. WhatiriU 

they  do  with  Martha,  and  then  with  Mary,  the 
*'  fillers  of  Lazarus,  who  were  particularly  at- 
*'  tached  to  our  Lord  while  he  was  upon  earth  i 
*'  And  yet  both  of  them,  firft  Martha,  and  thci 
"  Mary,  are  faid  to  fpeak  to  him  thus,  Lorij  I 
**  ibou  badji  been  bere^  my  brotber  bad  not  £d\ 
*'  who,  though  they  thought  that  he  was  the  Soi 
*'*  of  God  who  was  to  come  into  the  world,  yc 
would  they  not  have  faid  tftbou  badft  been  beri 
if  they  had  believed  him  to  be  God  omniprc 
fent.     They  therefore  only  thought  as  Thco^ 


CC 
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Epift.  Ixx.  Opera,  vol.  III.  p-  ii4« 
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**  dorus  is  faicl  to  have  done,  and  were  ezcommu* 
•*  nicated  along  with  hina ;  and  how  many  of  this 
0  kind  do  we  know,  by  the  writings  of  the  apof- 
•'  tics  and  evangelifts,  there  were  at  that  time, 
*•  and  how  many  even  now  are  there  ftill  in  the 
•*  common  herd  of  the  faithful,  who  by  only  par- 
**  taking  in  the  holy  myfteries,  and  by  a  fimple 
**  obfervance  of  the  commandments,  we  fee  pleaf- 
"  ing  God ;  when  even  the  apoftles  thcmfelvcs, 
•*  the  firft  teachers,  only  thought  as  thofe  whom 
**  we  fee  to  be  included  in  this  condemnation  of 
"  Thcodorus*." 

The  cafe  is  indeed  the  fame,  in  a  greater  or  lefs 
degree,  at  all  times,  and  in  all  churches.  Quiet 
people  will  generally  be  indulged  in  their  own 
way  of  thinking,  and  they  are  enly  thofc  that 
difturb  others  that  are  themfelvcs  difturbed. 

*  Condemnaverant  omnes  ab  ipfo  in  quern  itlum  inci!li& 

putaat  errore  convcrfoi. Ubi  quid  agent  de  Martha  et 

Maria,  fororibui  Lazari,  qua  familiari  devotione  ijlfi  domino 
dam  hie  in  came  degcrit  adhxrerunt.  Et  tameo  utraqu^i  id  eft, 
prius  Martha,  ac  deinde  Maria,  Irgitur  illi  dixifTc,  Domine 
5  fuilTes  hie  fracer  mtus  non  fLtilTct  morcuui.  Qus  licec 
:redcrent  quodipfe  eflct  filius  Dei  qui  in  mundum  veniiTet, 
■AiBcn  non  dicerent  ^  fuiffii  tU,  fi  eum  cognofcerent  ficut 
Deom,  ubique  elTe  prerencem.  Eadem  ergo  fapuerunt  qup: 
iicitar  fapuifTe  TheodorUs,  cecum  Theodoro  limul  anathema- 
tilatx  funt.  Et  quanios  I'el  co  tempore  in  evangeliis  et  spof. 
tolicis  fcriptii  tnles  TuilTe  cngnovimus?  Quantos  etiam  nunc 
tales  in  grege  lidelium,  fola  lanftorum  tnyfleriorum  partici- 
l»alionc,  CC  fiaiplid  prxceptorum  obediential  placenieg  Deo 
vidimus ;  cum  et  ipli  primi  pallorcs  ejus  Apoltoli  fic  aliquando 
fnpuerunt,  quos  omnei  cum  Thcodoro  vidimuj  in  hoc  aaathe- 
mate  condemnatoj.  Pro  dc  Fen  none  uium  Capitulorum,  Lib. 
K.  c.  vii.  p.  l6z. 

G  3  Is 
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Is  it  not  well  known  that  there  are  both  Aiii| 
and  Socinians  memben  of  the  churdi*  of  Bt| 
Iand>  and  even  among  the  cleigy  tfaemfidtq 
and  yet  if  they  can  reconcile  k  to  thdr  oM 
minds  to  keep  in  communion  with'  a  tximtinii 
churchj  there  are  no  attempts  made  to  moU 
them.  Zealous  as  the  beads  of  the  churdi  an 
(from  the  archdeacons  to  the  archbiihqps)  fox  tli 
purity  of  its  tenets^'  they  think  prpper  to  aft 
nvft  at  thefc  things,  atid:  lb  they  ^did  in  an  igi 
more  zealous  than-  this.  The  excdleht  Mr.  Fir- 
min  was  not  only  an  avowed  Socinian,  and  if 
I  conrunuhion  with  the  church  of  England,  but  ii 
habits  of  intimacy  with  Tillotfon,  and  foroe  ti 
the  moll  diftinguifhed  churchmen  of  his  time^ 

At  prefent  there  arc  Arian  and  Socini^n  writer 
within  the  palip  of  your  church,  and  yet  I  dar 
fay  it  never  occurred  to  any  archdeacon,  bifliop 
or  archbilhop,  that  it  would  be  proper  to  excom 
jtnunicate  any  of  them  for  the  part  they  W 
af^ed.  Such  a  thing  as  this  mi^t  not  hav* 
paired  fo  eaQly  in  the  time  of  Theodolius  \  bii 
even  then  I  make  do  doubt  but  that  perfons  wh 
could  content  themftlves  without  dilhirbin 
others,  would  not  have  been  molefted. 

You  and  I  are  both  agreed  that  perfons  wh 
do  not  bonaf.de  hold  the  acknowledged  tenets  < 
any  church  (I  mean  fuch  great  and  diftinguilhc 
ones  as  thofc  relating  to  the  objeH  pf  worpj 
ought  to    withdraw   thcmfelves  from   it,  an 

nor,    by  continuing   in    communion   with  * 

1 
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to  countenance  its  errors.     But  how  many  are 
there  who  do  not   fee   the  thinir  in  the   fame 
l^-light,  or  whofc  habits  and  prejudices  are  fuch, 
that  they  cannot  bring  themfelves  to  aft  as  wc 
think  every  principle  o(  honour y  as  well  as  of /v/i- 
gioK  diftares ;  and  yet  I  cannot  agree  with  )oii, 
if  you  (hould  fay  that  all  fuch  perfons  are  hypo- 
crites, and  infincere,  doing  what  they  themfelves 
know  and  feel  to  be  wrong.     They  have  excufes 
which  I  doubt  not  fatisfy  their  own  minds,  though 
they  do  not  fatisfy  me.     Great  allov/ancc,  no 
doubt,  is  alfo  to  be  made  for  the  force  of  habit, 
and  even  for  a  natural  timidity.    There  are  many 
Erafmus's  for  one  Luther,  many  Dr.  Clarkes  for 
oneWhitton,  a  name  which,  notvvithftanding  the 
wcaknefs  of  his  judgment  in  fome  things,  ought 
never  to  be   mentioned  without  refptC\,  on  ac- 
count of  his  almoft   fingular  and  unparalleled 
uprightncfs. 

As  to  the  common  people,  the  idiots  of  Tertul- 
lian,  we  generally  fee  that,  as  they  are  not  inno- 
vators  in  doftrine,  they  go  to  public  worfliip 
where  they  liave  been  ufcd  to  do,  without  any 
nice  difcrimination  of  what  is  tranfaded  there; 
and  the  obfervation    will    generally    apply    to 
the  bulk  of  the  inferior  clergy.     When  Henry 
VIII.   reformed   the   church  of  England,   how 
many  joined  him  in   it,  who  would  never  have 
<leclared  themfelves  diflenters  from  the  eftablifh- 
«d  church?     The  church  is  now  triniiarian  ;  but 
fuppofuig  that  an  Arian  or  Socinian  pailiuraer.c 

G  4  (v/lilcu 
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(which  is  a  poflible  cafe  in  this  inquifith 
fickle  age)  fhould  change  the  eftabliihed  re 
in  that  refpeft^  how  many  do  you  think  < 
clergy  (excepting  thofc  who  pofiefs  the  nui 
knowledge^  and  the  zeal  of  Archdeacons 

andalfo  thofe  i;diomyou  would^place  in  th< 
of  metbodifmy  p^62•)  would  become  diffei 
cfpecially  if,  as  was  often  the  cafe  in  f 
times,  they  had  no  alternative  but  a  prifoi 
a  good  conicience,  or  their  prefent  emolu 
without  one.  I  rather  think  they  would  co 
to  keep  both;  and  foon  make  themfelves  pei 
cafy  in  their  new  fituation. 

With  refpeft  to  the  common  people  in  gc 
fettled  as  you  may  think  them  to  be  in  th( 
trincs  of  the  church  of  England,  perpe 
hearing  of  three  per/ons  and  one  Godj  and 
making  their  refponfes  to  the  holy  blejfed  an 
rious  trinilyi  yet  could  they,  without  an] 
paration,  or  difcuflion,  hear  Mr.  Lindfey 
formed  liturgy  read  to  them  by  their  ufua 
nifters,  and  no  Archdeacon  fhould  foun 
alarm,  but  they  were  to  take  it  for  grantei 
all  was  done  by  order  of  xhtirfuperiorsy  and  i 
fore  right  J  I  dare  fay  the  peace  of  few  pa 
would  be  much  difturbed  by  it. 

Thefe  confiderations,  which  are  found( 
fuch  a  knowledge  of  human  nature  as  wc 
learfi  from  all  hiftory,  and  our  own  daily  ( 
vation,  may  rendpr  it  credible,  that  the  ma 
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rf  the  common  people,  the  idiots  of  Tertullian, 
though  not  the  ideots  of  Dr.  Horfley,  might  be 
anitarians^  and  yet  continue  in  communion  with 
Ac  church  after  its  forms  became  trinitarian, 
cfpecially  as  they  would  not  become  fo  all  at 
oiicc.  In  the  moft  ancient  liturgies,  you  know, 
dierewere  no  prayers  addreflcd  to  Chrift;  and  as 
the  members  of  chriftian  focieties  were  not  re- 
loired  to  fubfcribe  to  any  thing*,  there  was  no- 
king  that  they  were  expected  to  bear  a  fart  /», 
X)ncerning  which  they  might  not  be  able  to  fa- 
isfy  themfelves. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER      X. 


Of  the  flotation  from  Athanaftus. 

Rev.  Sir. 

TT  is  with  very  little  efFc6t,  indeed,  that  you  cavil  at 
my  quotation  from  Athanafius,  and  the  defence  I 
f^adc  of  it.  To  every  impartial  reader  it  difcovers 
UJw  extremely  averfe  the  Jews  were  to  the  doftrinc 
»f  the  divinity  of  Chrift  j  and,  to  borrow  a  word  from 

*  In  the  times  in  which  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  was  moll 
^Uted^  fome  of  the  more  zealous  bifhops  propofed  the  NUem 
^^%  and  other  teds,  ta  thofe  who  were  in  communion  with 
"^;  but  even  then  this  pradice  does  not  appear  to  have 
^n  general. 

you 
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70U  and  Mr.  Badcock»  to  whoe 
'  apaOdci  were  reduced  in  divulging  this  oSa 
do&rJDe  to  them.  I  have  nothing  to  oSer  m 
tion  to  what  1  faid  on  that  fubjc6l,  except  ihicl 
have  noobje^ioD  to  your  rendering  tuf^tyi^  arti*,  i 
good  reafeU:,  inftead  of  a  ■pUuJthle  preitnce  -,  fw  1 
doubt  not  that  it  appeared  a  very  good  reafon  ta 
Athanafius,  who  had  nuthing  better  to  fuggcft. 

Athanafius,  however,  by  no  means  (lands  fingb 
in  his  view  of  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews,  and  ot  ihc 
conduft  of  ihc  apoftles  with  refpcdt  to  them.  Epi- 
phanius,  as  quoted  above,  fhcws  how  prevalent  i)it 
dofrrine  of  the  fimple  humanity  of  Cbrift  W3)  & 
ihe  time  that  John  wrote.  There  arc  alio  pafiagM 
in  ffveral  of  the  Fathers,  and  efpedally  a  giat 
number  in  Chryfolloni,  by  which  we  clearly  per- 
ceive that  tlicir  ideas  of  the  con^uift  of  the  apoftio 
was  prectHly  the  fame  with  that  which  1  hiK 
afcribed  to  Athanafius  i  and  asit  b  po0ible  that  by 
a  different  kind  of  tndin^,  my  rapid glantis  niif 
have  difcovered  more  palTages  of  this  kind  than  hi^ 
occurred  to  you,  in  the  aftual  reading  and  fi^^ 
all  the  authors,  1  fiiall  here  produce  oneofibfln 
from  the  preface'to  his  Commeniaries  on  the  Boot 
of  A6ts. 

After  treaiin:^  pretty  largely  of  the  conduft  of 
the  apofties  with  refpeft  to  their  infifting  on  the 
doflrine  of  the  rtfurreSiott  of  Chrift,  rather  thia 
that  of  his  divinity,  immediately  after  the  dcfeeot  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  he  iays,  "  As  t^  the  Jews,  whoW 
»'  djilj 
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i*  dailyjiearcl,  and  been  raught  out  oF  the  law.  Hear 
i'  O  Ifrtult  the  Lord  thy  God  is  one  Lord,  and  hefides 
"  bim  there  is  no  other ;  having  leen  him  ( Jefus) 
**  n^Ied  to  a  crofs,  yea  having  killrd  and  buried 
"  him  themfelves,  and  not  having  fecn  him  rifen 
**  again>  if  they  had  heard  that  this  perfon  was  God, 
"equal  to  ih'e  Father,  would  not  they  have  rc- 
'*  je^cd  and  rpurned  at  it."  I  want  wordsinEng- 
lifl]  foexprefs  the  force  of  the  Greek,  in  this  place. 
The  Latin  tranflator  renders  it  tioime  maxime  emnes 
ai  his  verbis  aihorruijfeiit,  ae  refilijfent,  et  ehlatraf- 
funt.  *'  On  this  account,"  Ik  adds  *'  they  (the 
'*  apoftles)  brought  them  forwards  gently,  and  by 
**  flow  degrees,  and  ufcd  great  art  in  condefcending 
"  to  their  weaknefs*." 

In  how  different  a  light  do  Cryfofto^in  and  you 
reprefent  the  fame  thing.  According  to  you>  the 
Jews  were  always  fully  perfuadcd  that  thdr  Me& 
Bah  was  to  be  God,  equal  to  the  Father ;  and  there- 
fore, after  the  apoftles  had  peifuaded  them  that 
Jefus  was  the  Melliah,  they  had  nothing  to  appre- 
hend from  their  attachment  to  the  do&-ine  of  the 

*  n>w  J'i  at  Jiaei^i  01  Ki5  ixeinic'  ttutfar,  Har-JsTorTif 
IT)  T»  laua,   A«»»  la'pitaA,  xwfiaf  g  -JiS*  -/»  «o?l  '>  tij  is-i.-,  jy 

Jeaa-tfUiPar,  =;;»=; 75(  oT(  ^J^- ire  ol:-]'^  aih'.  jy  t*  ^*7fi 
»©■,  E*    ar  f/.aXi9<t  wivliii'   aTS-rn/'rrac   f^   et-a-ifaxyiijitr. 

rs>AH  fiiy  ii.'.')(f>iplat  ro  tii(  evyititTaSxifuf  tue'oiti*.  In 
Ifla  Htm.  i.  Opera,  vol.  VIII,  p.  447. 

unity 
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unity  of  God,  and  had  no  occalion  fw  ai^ 
or  management  with  rcfpedt  to  it.  However^ 
view  of  things,  I  doubt  not,  aSlftrd  Athaoi 
Chryfoflom,  and  others,  who  lived  nearer  to  I 
times,  than  the  prefent  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban 
account  for  the  great  number  of  uniuriaru  amoi^ 
early  Jewifh  chriftians.  Nor  could  they  wonder  a 
fame  among  the  Gentiles,  conGdertng,  as  Athani 
does,  that  they  could  only  learn  chriftianity  froa 
Jews  ;  and  it  would  have  anfwered  no  cad  for 
apoftles  to  have  fpoken  with  caution  to  the  J< 
and  with  opennels  to  the  Gentiles.  BcGdes,  accc 
ing  to  Chryfoftom,  the  Gentiles  were  not  n: 
better  prepared  to  receive  the  doftrine  of  ihe  e 
nicy  of  Chrift,  than  the  Jews  themfelves. 

In  the  fame  palTage,  part  of  which  I  have.qui 
above,  after  obfcrving  that,  if  the  apoftles  had 
conduced  themfelves  in  this  caiitious  manner  < 
refpcft  to  tlie  Jews,  their  whole  doftrine  would  1 
appeared  incredible  to  llicm,  he  adJs,  *'  and  at  At 
"  Paul  calls  him  (Jcfus)  limply  a  maw,  and  notl 
"  farther,  and  for  a  good  reafon.  For  if,  » 
"  [hey  had  heard  Chrill  himfclffpeaking of  hiso 
*'  lity  to  the  Father,  they  would  on  that  account  1 
"  otccn  ftoncd  him,  and  called  h  m  a  blafphen 
*•  they  would  hardly,  therefore,  have  received 
'•  doctrine  from  fifhermen,  efpecially  after  fpeal 
•*  of  him  as  crucified.  And  v\hy  do  1  fpcak  of 
"Jews,  when  at  that  time,  even  the  difci 
"  of  Chrift  himfclf  wera  otien  difturbed,  and  ) 
*' daiized  at  him,  when  they' heard- fublimc  c 
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••  tiines  i  on  which  account  he  faid,  I  have  many 
«•  things  to  fay  to  you,  but  ye  are  not  yet  atle  cj 
*•  bear  them.  And  if  they  could  n:.t  bear  thcic 
"  things  who  had  lived  fo  iong  with  him,  and  had 
•^  received  fo  many  myltcrics,  and  fcen  fo  many 
*•  miracles,  how  could  men  from  their  altars,  and 
".idols,  and  facrificcs,  and  cats,  and  crocodiles *" 
*^  tbf  fuch  was  the  worlhip  of  the  heathens!  But 
•*  being  firft  brought  off  from  tliefe  abomination!, 
**  they  would  readily  receive  their  difcourfe  con- 
••  cc'ming  morefublime  do6trincs"." 

But  we  find  no  trace  of  cither  Jews  or  Gentiles 
having  received  thefe  fublime  doftrines  that  Chry- 
foftom  alludes  to  in  the  age  of  the  apoftlcs.  Nay 
he  himfelf  reprefents  the  apoftle  Paul  as  obliged  to 
ufc  the  fame  caution  with  rtfpect  to  the  Jews,  when 
be  wrote  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  which  was  fo 
late  as  A.  D.  62,  about  two  years  before  Iiis  death. 

•  Fr  Jf  A3«mii  j^  ap^fw-r-iy  aine:-  aTf.a<  %Kii  nUai^"^, 
fcj^  -SMtr  UTur.  t«aT*{  .  ii  yof  auToc  731'  '/Ji^ay  S'luKyi- 
fttttr-nfi  rxt  tif  Tsr  navfna/ff'oxiiT'®',  ^/■JuTou'S'sMait/t  iti- 

^%i(Mtcr,  1^  f  Attff  jK/ior  Jilt  tbto  ixaAsf,  j^tMi  ^<(p  tto  p«  ■^tr 
»Attair  juTav  7 W  Miyo J iJ'i^a.VTo,  itjrv7oiie»i-a.vfcv  ■nftyi^fu- 
tatTtf .     Km  Ti  J'u  Myitu  tm(  iKtAitiif  ;  o-prvyt  j^  auro/  tot; 

•W)A(Uli<  «t    flK^MTtU    7*f    (n}.lA9Tfpwr  (M«Dl'7i(    I'^tfOCarj*  )^ 

tffKMrJ^x^avTa  .  J'ta.  Tint  ly  i\tyi  «eAxa  V/_o  Myiif  vui/ 
fftryytmiAtrot  yjovf  jBitnar,  iC,  -raj^nTur  taitertur-avrtf  tfT^p- 

f»Tm-,    1^  T«fl-«fT*  ^miTAUtVCl  A±VUATtt,    Wflif  Hf^fiiTai  ItTt 

jeiAUTttyaf  w  rm  sMnrur  siCAHna-ta.:  i^  7»v  a.}.t.uv  Tsr 
khhup  7BTi  ■ufurar  aTi><TT«.^irTt(,  A$faoir  rif  c4«''«f  '*■' 
J'fyfiAlmv  iJ'i^itTJa  Aoj/iif.     ibid. 

2  And 
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And  if  the  body  of  the  JcwiHi  chrillians  were  at  tbit'' 
time  unitarians,  can  it  be  thought  probable  thit- 
they  became  trinitarians-  foon  afterwards  ?  If  the 
apoflles  [heml'elves  had  not  fuccccded  in  this  bufi' 
ncfs,  which  required  equal  addrefs  and  autbnitff 
who  elfe  can  be  fuppofed  to  have  done  it  ? 

Chryfoltom  reprefents  the  apoftle  as  begiciui^ 
his  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  with  faying,  that  "it 
"  was  God  who  fpake  by  the  prophets,  and  by  bit 
**  fon,  and  not  that  Cbrifi  himtelf  lud  fpoken  by 
"  them,  becaufe  their  minds  were  weak,  and  tbey 
"  were  not  able  to  bear  the  dodtrine  concerning 
"  Chrift*."  He  even  fays  that  *'  when  he  therf 
*'  fpcaks  of  Chrift  as  above  the  angels,  he  ftiil 
"  fpoke.  of  his  humanity."  See,"  fays  he,  *'  hiff 
•'  great  caution,  o.ii«tmc  avnfftv  im  sanMi-,  ib.  p.  175;, 
the  very  expreflion  ufed  by  Athanafius  on  a  fimiUr 
occafion,  and  which  yoa  think  I  have  not  rendered 
rightly,  and  have  niiftaken  the  fenfe  of  the  paflagCy 

■  Kaj  dia  TftfufsToi;  eEVTsffpnx!;.  u^Of  tfriv  a£*&' tu- 

Mtff!/    Xd.tTiiyt    <tlT&'    KV  9  }.itKKITa.i  .  ahK'  i-ITilJ'tl    oAmK 

Xfi!-!!,  jiiffii'  0  5s^  Ji  tcuTB  tAttAHffic,  In  Heb.  cap.  i.  Opcrif 
vol.  X-  p.  >756-  '■  e.  "  See  how  prudently  he  fpoke :  (i# 
"  he  fiiid  Gid  fpake  though  it  vru  himfclf  that  fpatcj  h«t 
•■  hecaufe  their  minds  were  weak  and  ihcy  weie  not  ablew 
"  bear  ihc  things  conccrtiTng  Chrilt,  he  layi  Gid  fpaitly 
•'  him."  N.  B.  The  (  a  )  in  the  fecond  claufe  of  thii  paf- 
fape  mult  he  infcrted  by  millalce  for  [^)  or  fame  oihor 
pjiiicle.  b;  it  contradifls  what  ii  faid  in  th«  clobofllie 
fcntcncc,  and  the  obvious  fcnfe  of  the  whole. 

though . 
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''xn^  Beaufobre,  the  popifh  trannator,  and  I  Iball 

lov  add  Dr.  Ijirdner,  all  underllood  it  as  I  do.  .  • 

Ic  was  the  general  opinion  of  the  Fathers,  as  ■       I 

BiybclcamedfromEpiphaniusandJerom,  quoted  « 

bowl  that  it  was  John  who  firrt  preached  iIjc  ^ 

oftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  explicitly,  and  -'1 

tt  when  MattheWj  Mark,  and  Luke,  wrote  thcrir  '  '1 

ifpels,  the  chriftians  in  general,  but  more  efpecially  i 
c  Jews  among  them,  were  not  prepared  to  receive 

Jo&rine  of  fuch  fublimity.  -^ 

Chryfoftom  refHtlents  all  the  preceding  writers  ,      \ 

the  New  Teftament  as  '*  children,  who  heard, 
but  did  not  underftand  tilings,  and  who  were 
bufy  about  cheefc-cakes  and  cliildilh  fpoics*;  , 

but  John,  he  fays,  taught  what  the  angels  tiiem- 
lelres  did  not  know  before  he  declared  itfi" 
1  be  reprefcnts  them  as  his  moft  attentive  au- 
on.  Opera,  vol.  viii.  p.  2.  "  Leaving  the 
Father,"  he  fays,  p.  1 1,  *'  he  [Johnj  difcourfcd 
concerning  the  fon  ;  becaufe  the  Father  was 
known  to  all,  if  not  as  a  Father,  yet  as  God, 
but  the  unbegotten  was  unknown  j;." 

Observing  ' 

'an  fiUffiK  KtAS  t^i  ATifK^isiitf,  aMit  -atfi  'a-KttuHyjxf 

Wl^J.  ^  «d«fu«)f(  <s»iJ'ii».     In  JohiD.  i.  Opera,  vol. 

OLp-S. 

t.A^M /■  ayytt.ai  -afn  n  Tsiw  ytt^ai  nJ'tira.f .  [uZ* 

in  >«p  Jin  1^  a'loi  J^ia-  Tnt  Inttrnt  fttnif  1^  A  tifuiv  ti^tt-itr 

nny\»y.iT.     In  Johan  i.  Op«r>,  vol,  VIII.  p.  3. 

«ttUf9'  i<tr  J'vA®-  a,-rAeir  at,  if  ^  ^  «(  «(t7tif>  tf-^'  «r 


A 


*'  noc  immediately  what  became  h 
"  what  was  convenient  for  rhcir  he 

Of  the  three  firft:  evangelifts, 
"  they  all  treated  of  the  fleflily  dil 
*'  filently,  by  his  miracles,  indica 
*'  The  dignity  of  the  logos  of  Go 
*•  arrows  againft  the  heretics  were 
"  the  fortification  to  defend  the 
*•  not  raifcd  by  the  pious  preachlni 
"  foic,  the  fon  of  thunder,  bein 
•■  vanccd  to  the  doftrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Chrift  f. 

■Sj®',  0  <f»  {iefayvnt  nyvmle.     In  Johin. 
p.   II. 

fyact  »  %tfffi&'.     iiaxfaf  tiytr  ei  may 
MufB^",  AKKSt,  ^  l«!trrn{,  o7i  nfgailo  ■; 

tu5V!  «A«AlFffBt'T«  «plTai'l«Tll«|(«,  ttAA 

arfwfjitreit.    De  Sigillis.  Opera,  vol.  VI 
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i^lknftih*  uta-ites  to  the  fame  purpofc,  **  And  if 
'IJMMi"  Iw  anf  other  things  which,  to  thofe  who 
it|^g|ii|)r  ttndcrftand  them,  intimate  the  divinity 

Ghriftf  in  which  he  is  equal  to  the  Father, 
almoft  alone  has    given  them  in  his 

TpelV 

Dret  obfetves^  that  in  the  genedogy  of  Cbrift 

MatdieWy  this  writer  did  not  add  accardh^ 

rjti^  *^  becaufe  the  men  of  that  time  would 

bear  i^*'  evidently  meaning,  that  they  would 

have  been  led  into  a  fuf])icion  that,  in  the 

die  writer,  be  hadibme  tugher  ori^n,  and 

i  have  been  offended  at  it ;  but  the  apoftle 

ht  lays,  could  not  avoid  that  expreflion  in  his 

to  the  Romans.     He  adds,  that  *^  before 

^Mleath^  not  only  to  the  other  Jews,  but  to  the 

apoftks  themfelves,  he  did  not  appear  as  a  God, 

nor  did  bis  miracles  lead  them  to  form  that  opi- 

[uoQ  of  himf/'    This  writer  alfo  fays  that  the 

itdjr  Ttquttf  fxpt/TTtTo  and  not  tK^^viltr^  in  both 

dadci,  aod  in  the  latter  it  it  fo  rendered  by  the  Latin 

r,  though  not  in  the  former.     The  obfervation,  that 

firft  vcrfta  in  the  gofpel  of  John  are  a  refutation  of  all 

Slit  common  with  the  Faihers.     No  peribny-excejit 

who  11  pretty  well  conveifant  with  them,  can  imagine 

oftm  thde  v€t{G$  occur  in  their  wiitings. 

^  Et  fi  qoa  alia  fbtat,  qaas  Chrlfli  divinlutem,  in  qua  asqualis 
fefie  intelligentibus  intiment,  pene  folus  Joannes  in 
foo  pofoit.     Auftin  de  Conienfu  £vangeUftarum» 
Tol*  iv.  p,  374. 

H  ^ad'— ^ 
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apoftle  Paul,  in  mentioning  the  fubje&ioa  of  CUij 
to  the  Father,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Coriiithim 
^^  fpake  of  him  more  lowly  than  was  ncceflarjry  om 
*^  account  of  their  weaknefs."   x  Cor.  xv.  0^1 

vol.  III.  p.  201. 

And  yet  you,  Sir,  who  have,  no  doubt  ndrj 
confidered,  and  re-confidered,  all  thefe  paffiiga»1 
and  many  more  than  I  can  produce  to  the  fiuK 
purpofe,  can  fay,  p.  93.  *^  The  defire  of  inftmflr 

ing  the  Jews,  not  the  i^  of  oficnding  dKBi 

was  the  motive  with  the  apoftles  for  propound- 
*^  ing  firfl:  what  was  the  cafieft  to  be  uiida:fioodlf 

and  the  mod  likely  to  be  admitted  •/'  and  evea 
add,  you  cannot  read  without  aftonilhment,  tbtf 
I  (hould  fuppofe  that  Athanafius  meant  to  intiaiite 
that  they  were  afraid  of  giving  offence  to  the  Jews« 

When  we  confider  how  late  the  three  firft  gpfpd* 
were  written,  the  lad  of  them  not  long  before  thatof 
John,  which  was  near,  if  not  after  the  deftrudtion  of 
Jerufalem,  and  that,  in  the  opinion  of  thefe  writers 
above  mentioned, all  this  caution  and  referve  hadbeea 
necefiary  on  the  part  of  the  chriftian  teachers,  ton 
h  k  pofTible,  that,  in  their  idea,  the  chriftian  church 
in  general  fhould  have  been  well  eftabliflxed  in  th< 
belief  of  our  Lord's  divinity  ?  It  could  only  hav( 
been  great  and  open  zeal  on  the  part  of  the  apoftks 
and  not  the  caution  and  management  which  thei 
writers,  afcribe  to  them,  that  could  hare  efieftuall; 

/o^aK.    la  Rom,  Lib.  iv.    Opera,  vol.  III.  p.  11. 

tausli 
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IjMillliiMi  deftrinCf  whkh,  according  to  them,  thejr 
ti^M^iitnqNrficd  to  itceive.  And  the  hiftory  of 
iiiill  Jwr  wd  Full  fufficiendy  proves  that  the  in- 
jliMttef  flf  mete  apcAdical  authority  was  not  fo 
U  tiiac  time  as  n^any  perfons  now  take  it  to 
Whatever  powers  they  had,  they  were 
(ooofideitid  a9  hrsb  wrtr  tb$  faith  of  chrijtians. 


■  »* 


w 


ii 

k 


\t^  chriftiarts  of  that  age  required  Something 
than  the  private  opinion  of  an  apoflle.  They 
fome  fupematural  evidence  that  his  doc-^ 
was  from  God ;  and  we  have  no  account  of 
qpoftles  propofing  to  them  this  article  of  faith, 
ailcdgirig  any  fuch  evidence  for  it.  Chryfof- 
Kun  lays,  that  ^  iif  the  Jews  were  fo  much  offended 
at  having  a  new  laW  fuperadded  to  their  former, 
•  M  hcnxr  much  more  would  they  have  been  offended 
^  if  Cfarift  had  taught  his  own  divinity."  May  it 
MX  be  fuppofed^  therefore,  that  they  would  have 
iequifcd  as  particular  evidence  of  a  divine  revela-^ 
tioo  in  the  one  cafe  as  in  the  other }  And  what  re- 
Dtfkably  ftrong  evidence  was  necefBiry  to  convince 
them  that  the  obligation  of  their  law  did  not  extend 
jto  die  Gentiles  ?  Would  they,  therefore,  have  re- 
feived  what  Chryfbftem  confidered  as  the  more 
oSeDfivc  doSrine  of  the  two,  without  any  pretence 
»  a  particular  revelation  on  the  fubjedt  ? 

It  may  be  fatd  that  all  the  caution  of  which  we 
llivtt  been  fpeaking  was  neceflary  with  refptA  to 
die  nnMiMng  Jews  cnljj  into  whole  hands  thefi: 
gK^jpelst  juui  the  other  writings  of  the  New  Tefta- 

H  2  ment. 
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ment  might  fall.  But  how  impoflibfe  muft  it 
been  to  conceal  from  the  unbelieving  Jews  the 
trine  of  the  divinity^  of  Chrift,  if  it  lu4  beta  a  frJ 
vourite  article  with  the  biUnii^  Jews  f  If  tUv. 
been  the  cafe^  it  could  not  but  baye  been  knowift  to 
the  world ;  and  therefore  all  the  ofience  that  tc 
have  given  would  have  been  unavoidable.  So 
this  fuppofed  caution  of  the  evangelifts,  &&  wool!! 
have  come  too  late,  and  would  have  anfwered 
purpofe  whatever. 

Thts  caution,  therefore,  muft  neceflarily  have  R|-^ 
^e£ted  thofe  perfons  into  whofe  hands  the  golpebb 
&c.  were  mod  likely  to  come,  and  who  would 
give  the  moft  attention  to  them ;  and  thefe  were 
certainly  the  believing  Jews,  and  the  chriftian  world 
at  large,  and  not  unbelievers  of  any  nation.  And 
we  are  authorized  to  conclude  that,  in  the  opinioA 
of  the  writers  who  have  fpoke  of  it,  of  whatever 
weight  that  opinion  may  be,  this  caution  in  divulg- 
ing the  doftrinc  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  fl^ 
ccffary  with  refpcft  to  the  great  body  of  chriffiam 
themfelves,  and  efpecialiy  the  Jewilh  chriftiins. 
Confequently,  they  mud  have  fuppofed  that  at  the 
time  of  thefe  publications,  which  was  about  A.D* 
64,  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  not 
generally  held  by  chriftians,  and  that  there  woold 
have  been  danger  of  giving  them  great  ofience  if  it 
had  been  plainly  prppofcd  to  them  by  the  apoftks 
themfelves.  At  this  time,  therefore,  it  may  be  in- 
ferred, that  in  the  opinion  of  thefe  writers,  tSe  chrif- 
tian church  was  principally  unitarian,  believing  orff 
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he  fimj^  humanity  of  Chrift,  and  knowing  no- 
of  his  divinity  or  «pre-exi(lcnce. 


.  Ipxom  the  acknowledgment  which  thefe  ortho«- 
4fBL  fathers  could  not  help  virtbally  making 
Jd^  certainly  they  would  not  do  it  unnecefiarily 
j^j  more  than    yourfelf)  that  there  were  great 
mmnbers  of  proper  unitarians  in  the  age  of  the 
Fifties ;  it  feems  not  unreafonable  to  conclude, 
liat  there  were  great  numbers  of  them  in  the  age 
^inmiediately  following,  and  in  their  own ;  and 
Acir  knowledge  of  this  might  be  an  additional 
mfon  for  the  opinion  that  they  appear  to  have 
ftnned  of  that  prevalence  in  the  apoftolic  age. 
Would    thofe    fathers   have   granted    to  their 
enemies  fpontaneoufly,  and  contrary  to  truth, 
diat  the  Jews  were*  ftrongly  prepoffeffcd  againfl: 
.  tbe  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  and  that 
the  unitarians  were  a  formidable  body  of  chrif- 
tUns  while  the  apollles  were  living,  if  it  had 
been  in  their  power  to  have  denied  the  fafts  ? 
The  confequence  of  making  thefe  acknowledg- 
ments is  but  too  obvious,  and  muft  have  appeared 
fo  to  them,  as  well  as  it  now  does  to  you,  which 
makes  you  fo  unwilling  to  make  it  after  them. 

You  fay  that  the  unitarian  Jews  mentioned  by 
Atkanafius  were  not  chriftians,  and  that  the  Gen- 
^  to  whom  they  taught  the  doctrine  of  the 
humanity  of  the  Meffiah  were  mere  heathen 
Gtccks.    "  Have  you  forgotten,  Sir,"  you  fay, 

Hs  P-97- 
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p.  97.  *'  have  you  never  known^  or  ^^t>iikl 
«<  deny,  what  is  not  denied  by  candid  iitfdeii^' 
<^  that  the  cxpeftation  of  a  great  deliverer^  or  hth 
<<  nefaftor  of  mankind,  was  univerfal  even  in  6$ 
^^  Gentile  world,  about  the  time  of  our  Lord*s  1^' 
<*  pearance/*  This,  however,  I  do  very  muc^ 
queftion,  and  I  {hould  be  glad  to  know  the  nama 
of  the  candid  infidels  who  have  acknowledged  it^ 


An  expeftation  of  a  Mefliah  certainly 
lunong  the  Jews,  and  of  courfe  among  their  pitH 
felites ;  but  if  any  fuch  idea  had  been  univerfi  1 
among  the  Qentiles,  fo  as  to  intereft  thcmia  | 
difcuflions*  about  the  nature  of  this  great  deli- 
verer, as  whether  he  was  to  be  God  or  man,  &c, 
we  fhould  certainly  have  perceived  fome  traces 
of  it  in  their  writings.    It  might  have  been  » 
pefted  that,  on  account  both  of  the  intereili{lgn^ 
ture,  and  of  the  obfcurity,  of  the  fubjeA,  there 
would  have  been  different  opinions  about  it, 
'  that  it  would  have  been  a  common  topic  in  theif 
philofophical  fchools;  an4  that  their  hiftoriaDti 
would  have  given  fome  account  of  the  origin  uA 
foundation  of  this  univerfal  opinion* 

You  will  produce,  I  fuppofe,  Virgil's  fixA 
eclogue.  But,  Sir,  can  you  believe  that  ercii 
Virgil  himfelf  really  expefted  any  fuch  perfon  ii 
he  defcribes?  The  ufe  that  the  poets  might 
make  of  a  vague  report  of  a  prophecy,  brought 
probably  from  the  caft,  and  ultimately   from 

thd 


i  4k  Jnriih  fcriptures  (but  ferloudy  believed  by 
I  ii»peHbii  that  we  know  of)  merely  to  embellUh 
f  a  ixwin*  is  one  thing ;  but  the  actual  and  univer- 
Ipl  Oqicftation  of  fiich  a  perfop,  is  another. 

I  am,  &c. 
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XI. 


Of  tbeTitaetoben  Chriji  began  to  be  confideredas  God, 
and  tbe  Opiniox  ef  tbe  ancient  and  modern  Jem 
mtb  re/pelf  to  tbe  Me^ab. 

Ret.  Sir, 

T  Took  the  liberty  to  requeft  that  you  would 
endeavour  to  fix  the  time  when  the  apoflles 
and  primitive  chriftians  began  to  confider  Chrift 
at  God,  or  even  the  maker  of  the  world  under 
God  i  taking  it  for  granted,  that  at  the  firft  they 
fuppofed  him  to  be  a  mere  man.  This  I  thought 
no  perfon  living  would  have  denied.  That  the 
Jews  expected  only  a  man  for  their  Mefliah  is 
clearly  fuppofed  by  Juftin  Martyr,  and  all  the 
chriftlan  fathers.  The  Jews  of  their  time  were 
perpetually  objecting  to  the  chriftian  do£trinc  on 
account  of  their  making  Chrift  to  be  a  God,  and 
I  have  no  doubt,  but  that  the  expcdation  of  the 
H4  Jews 
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Jcwsat  this  day  is  the  fame  with  ditt  of  cbeir 
ceftors  two  thoufand  years  ago. 

You,  Sir,  have,  however,  ventured  ^tQ  dei^ifi 
this.     Speaking  of  the  apoftles,  you  fay,  p»  iqjf 
that  '*  from  th^ir  firft  acknowledgment  of  QOf] 
'^  Lord  as  the  Mefliah,  they  equally  acknof«'| 
"  ledged  his  divinity,     The  Jews/'  you  fay,  pt 
**  109.  "  in  Chrift's  days  had  notions  of  a  triniijr 
^^  in  the  divine  nature.    They  expefted  the  fc 
*^  cond  perfoD)  whom  they  called  the  Logos,  to 
^*  come  as  the  Meffiah*.    For  the  proof  of  thdc 
*^  aflertions  I  refer  you  to  the  work  of  the  learfic4 
"  Dr.  Peter  Allix,  entitled  Tie  Judgmeni  oftSiOh 
'*  cienf  Jtwifb  Church  againft  the  Umtarians\  t 
"  work  which  it  is  to  be  hoped,  Sir,  you  will 
"  carefully  look  through  before  you  fend  abroad 
*'  your  intended  View  ofthedoSirine  ofthefirfi^id 
**  concerning  Cbriji.** 

When  my  ftoclc  of  amufement  from  the  nyrit- 
ings  of  bifhop  Bull  is  exhaufted,  which  is  by  M 

*  Od  this  fubjefl  the  opinion  of  the  Fathers  is  anaoiooosi 
and  againft  Dr.  Horfley.  They  fay  indeed  that  the  dodrio^ 
of  ciic  trinity  may  be  proved  from  the  Old  Teftament,  but 
that  it  waf  delivered  fo  obfcurely,  on  account  of  tiie  piOB^ 
neft  of  the  Jews  to  idolatry,  that  they  did  not  undfrftandk^ 
Theodoret  fays,  Exiit/lif  ^se/)  EC^cuotf  vy^Apiv,  0/  fioror  rtf^ 
Uu-dao'i  voy'  ^avipAt  avAyKtuAff  r9  /i  AVTtf  ^rport^x** 
I.e.  *'  The  Jews  had  been  accuftonied  to  worfhip  the  Fatbcr 
*' only,  and  for  that  leafon  the  writer  of  the  epiftle  to  tlif 
•«  Hebrews  was  obfjged  to  fay,  Bj  him  Ut  us  •Jtr/iurifea  if 
."  Q9d  coittinitallj.'*    In.  Hcb,  Opera,  vol.  III.  p.  461. 
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the  cafe  at  prefent*  I  ma^  perhaps  throw 
I  few  ihillings  on  this  Dr.  Allii:*.  In  the 
:ime,  without  entering  into  a  Urge  difcuf- 
L  the  fubiectj  I  Ihall  only^  aflc  you  a  queftion 

relating  to  it,  and  yqu  may  anfwer  ine«ut 
.  AlUx  if  you  pleafe.    Infonn  me  then, 

can,  how  our  Saviour  could  poflibly,  oq 
lea,  have  puzzled  the  Jewifh  do&on,  as  he 
ducing  them  to  abfolute  filcnce,  by  alking 
low  David  could  call  the  Mefliah  his  Lord, 
le  was  his  fon,  or  dcfcendant.  For  if  they 
cmfclves  been  fuUy  perfwaded,  as  you  fup- 
that  the  Mcfliah,  thoi^  cam^ly  de- 
d  from  David,  was  in  {a£t  the  maker  and 
id  of  David,  and  of  them  all^  a  very  fatjf- 

anfwer  was  pretty  obvious.    Or  without 

any  other  queftion  of  my  own,  what  fay 
>  Facundus,  quoted  above,  who  fays  that 
tha  and  Mary  would  never  have  faid  to 
[ft  if  fbou  badft  been  bertt  had  they  thought 
to  be  God  omniprcfent."     He  adds,.**  nei- 

would  Philip  have  faid  to  him  Sbewnt  tbe 
ler,  if  he  had  entertained  any  fucb  idea  of  . 


undus  alfo  fays  that  the  Jews  always  had 
cd,  and  in  his  time  did  expert,  a  mere  man 
:ir  Mefli^.  "  They  did  not  know,"  he 
•  that  Chrift,  the  Son  of  God,  was  God, 

le  account  of  Dr.  AUix'i-  opioion,  and  alfo  of  the 
ion  of  it  b]r  Pritieaux  and  Capelliii,  majr  be  feen  14 
1/1/1  Aptl^y,  p>  88.  Note. 
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**  but  they  thought  that  Chrift  would  be  a  nn 
"  man,  which   any  one  may  perceive  that  till 
*•  Jews  at  this  time  alfo  think*." 

I  am  willing,  however,  to  confidcr  a  few 
the  things  which  you  have  advanced>  in  order 
give  fomc  degree  of  plaufibiliiy  to  this  ftrangl 
hypothefis.  "  So  far,"  you  fay,  p.  1 07 .  "  as  thqr 
*'  (the  apoftles)  believed  in  Jefus  as  the  Mefliahj 
*'  in  the  fame  dt-grec  they  underftood  and  ac- 
"  knowledged  his  divinity.  The  proof  which! 
*'  have  to  produce  of  this  from  holy  writ  conCfts 
"  of  too  many  particulars  to  be  diftinctly  enume- 
"  rated  in  the  courfe  of  our  prcfent  correfpond- 
"  ence.  I  ftiall  mention  two,  which  to  any  but 
"  a  decided  unitarian  will  be  very  ftriking.  Ni- 
"  thaniel's,  6rft  profejion,  and  Peter's  confter- 
"  nation  at  the  miraculous  draught  of  fiflics.  It 
"  was  in  Nathaniel's  very  firft  interview  with  our 
"  Lord  that  he  exclaimed  Rahit,  thou  art  the  Ss» 
"  of  God!  thou  art  the  king  of  Ifrael ;  and  this  d^ 
*'  claration  was  dravm  from  Nathaniel  by  fonW 
*' particulars  in  our  Lord's  dlfcourfe,. which  he 
"  feems  to  have  interpreted  as  indications  of  om- 
"  nifcience.  When  Simon  Peter -faw  the  num- 
"  her  of  filhes  taken  at  a  fingle  draught,  when 
"  the  net  was  call:  at  our  Lord's  command,  after 
"  a  night  of  fruitlefs  toil,  he  fell  down  at  the 

*  Sed  tton  propterea  Chrift  urn  dei  filium,  deum  fcicbut) 
hominem  aucem  porum arbitratt  funt  Chriftum.-^— Quod eti*^ 
nunc  puuntei  Jiidsos  quilibet  vldebic.  Lib.  IX.  cap.  »■ 
p.  '3g. 
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^kncct^Jdus,  faying^  Depart  from  me^  for  I 
^tm  t  finful  man,  O  Lord.  Peter's  confternsk 
*  tion  was  evidently  of  the  fame  fort  of  which  we 
^  read  in  the  worthies  of  earlier  ages,  upon  any 
P^teqnordinary  appearance  of  the  light  of  the 
P^ShCdinah,  which  was  founded  on  a  notion  that 
l^tfinful  mortal  might  not  fee  God  and  live,'*    ^ 

■  « 

•"Wkh  itfpeft  to  Nathaniers  calling  Jefus  the 
9m  rf  Gody  this  phrafe  was,   in  the  mouth  of  a 
^9  fynonimous  to  the  Mefiab^  or  Son  df  DavU^, 
wi,it  is  fully  explained  by  the  fuUequent  expref* 
jfan  of  Nathaniel  himfelf,  viz.  King  of  Ifrarij  and 
ikrefore,  the  Jewilh  dodkors,  expeAing  nothing 
^ttore   in   their  Mefliah  than   a  glorious  King  of 
iy  fuch  as  David  had  been,  could  not  give  any 
ory  reafon  why  David  (hould  call  him  Lord^ 
ing  no  notion  of  his  fpiritual  kingdom,  extend- 
ing td  all  mankind.    If  the  mere  appelktion  Son 
ifGody  implies  equality  with  God,  Adam  muft  have 
hen  a  God,  for  he  is  called  the  Son  of  God,  Luke 
K-  38.    '  Solomon  alfo  muft  have  been  God ;  and 
h  muft  all  chriftians,  for  they  arc  called  Sons  ofGod^ 
I  John  iii.  2.  John  i.  12.    Rom.  viii.  14.  Phil. 

f:  '5. 

As  you  are  fo  intimately  acquainted  with  the  Fa* 
Am,  you  muft  have  known  the  conftruftion  that 
Chrjr&ftom  puts  upon  the  language  of  Nathaniel ; 
nd  as  he  was  unqueftionably  orthodox,  I  (hould 
bave  thought  that  it  might  have  had  fome  weight 
y»th  you.    He  fays,  that  '*  in  this  fpcech  Nathaniel 

«« confefled 


fbl  LETTERS     TO     T  H  B  j.    . ] 

**  confefled  Chrift  as  a  man,  as  appeus  bjr  hU  aW 
"  ing,  7b„u  art  the  Kiiff  •f  Ifra^.'*  Xo  Jah« 
Open,  vol.  VIII.  p.  io6.  <• 

As  to  what  you  call  emnijiiiiue,  you  will  imHf 
£iy  it  was  a  greater  degree  of  knowledge  than  it  Ji» 
in  the  power  of  God  to  impart  to  a  man.-  After  oi*: 
Saviour  had  performed  what  you,  I  fuppofc,  «ill~ 
oUl  an  aft  of  emmpotenctt  all  the  concluGon  that  the 
fpcftators  drew  from  ic  was,  that  God  baiptm 
fucb  power  nnf  nun.  Matt.  ix.  8.  They  dul  set 
infer  from  it  that  he  himfelf  was  God,  or  pge*' 
tended  to  be  God  -,  and  yet  they  probably  thm^ 
that  he  was  the  MefTiah. 

As  to  the  conftematton  of  Peter,  I  ihould  imi^ 
that  by  the  fjoK  mode  of  interpretation  you  mi^ 
conclude  that  the  widow  of  Zarcphath  cook  Elijah 
to  be  a  God ;  for  on  the  death  of  her  Ton,  Ihe  liiidt 
I  Kings  xvii.  i  g.  ff^/bat  have  I  to  do  with  thee,  0 
thou  ma»  of  God,  art  tbeu  come  to  me  to  call  mffiu 
to  remembrancey  and  lojlay  myfon  ?  Pray,  Sr,  «^ 
might  not  the  exclamation  of  Peter  be  confidertd 
9S  being  of  the  fame  nature  with  that  of  this  wonw- 
The  language  is  very  fimilar,  and  I  will  not  anf«t 
for  it,  but  chat  you,  not  being  a  decided  uniariant 
may  really  be  of  opinion,  that  (he  took  the  pro- 
phet to  be  God  incarnate. 

Your  proof  of  the  do£trine  of  the  trinity,  from  « 

verfe  in  the  firft  fcrmon  of  Peter  on  the  day  of  Pen- 

(ecoft,  is  particularly  curious.    It  is  as  followi: 

Aft* 
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MtB  U.  33.  Jefiu  being  hy  the  right-hand  of  God, 
mt^ed,  and  having  received  of  the  Fatter  the  pra- 
mfe  efthe  hohf  gbofi^  hat  ped  forth  this,  S^c.  "  I 
*.*  Ihall  miuDtain,"  you  fay,  p.  101.  **  chat  the  three 
••pcrfons  are  diftinftly  mentioned,  in  a  manner 
•■  which  implies  the  divinity  of  each."  Well  may 
you  fay,  p.  102.  that  you  fhall  "  argue  thus  for 
**  the  edification  of  your  own  flock,  but  with  little 
"  hope  oinry  conviction,  from  Peter's  firft  fennon." 

'  Indeed,  Sir,  I  fee  nothing  in  this  parage  but  ag 
pericft  a  dependence  of  Chrift  upon  God  as  any 
man  can  have.  Why  Ihould  Chrift  rccciva  the 
Holy  Spirit  from  the  Father,  according  to  a  pre- 
ceding promife,  if  he  had  been  as  much  in  the  power 
of  the  Son  as  of  theFather  ?  And  why  muft  the  Holy 
Spirit  be  fo  much  at  the  ^folute  difpofal  of  cither  of 
rivm,  if  he  was  God  in  his  own  right,  and  of  courfe 
independent,  as  much  as  the  Father  himftlf  ? 

The  Father,  you  fay,  "  is  diftinguithed  from  the 
"  Son  by  not  being  called  God. in  this  place.  Fa- 
**  ternity  is  the  property  that  dillinguiflies  the  per- 
"  fon-  But  from  whom  is  tliis  firft  principle  dil- 
'*  tinguiSied  ?  From  his  creatures  ?  From  them  he 
•'  were  more  fignificantly  diftinguifhcd  by  the  name 
"  of  Cod."  But,  Sir,  to  adopt  your  own  language, 
have  you  forgot,  or  did  you  never  learn,  that  we, 
who  are  mere  mortal  men,  are  taught  to  addiefs  God 
by  the  appellation  of  Father,  as  well  as  that  Chrifl: 
bimfclf  prayed  to  God  by  the  fame  title?  What 
weight  then  is  there  in  the  argument  that  you  draw 
from 
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from  this  circumfbnce  ?  Indeed,  Sir,  you  moftH 
happy  in  a  very  cractable  flock,  if  fuch  provifimj 
this  will  fatisfy  them.  You  would  make  a  fad  a 
change  of  your  flock  for  mine.  Iffuch  argumcol 
do  not  of  thcmfclves  cxpofe  a  caufe,  I  do  not  knoi 
what  can  do  it.  Ic  is  well  for  your  caufe  that  it  hii 
other  fupports  befides  arguments. 

Confidcring  the  cafe  of  Stephen,  which  is  jout 
capital  argument  for  the  worlhip  of  Jcfus  Chrift 
you  fay,  p.  102.  **  What  could  be  the  bIaf|iKcm; 
againft  God"  (with  which  he  wa^  charged)  "  wha 
"  was  there  in  the  doftrine  of  the  apoftlcs  whid 
"  could  be  interpreted  as  blafphemy  againft  God 
*'  except  it  was  this,  that  they  afcribed  divinity  t 
"  one  who  had  fuEiered  publicly  as  a  malefaflor? 
You  therefore  fay,  *'  I  (hall  always  infill  ihatth 
"  blefled  Stephen  died  a  martyr  to  the  deity  ( 
*'  Chrift."  As  you  have  formed  this  refolution, 
would  be  prefumption  in  mc  to  ima^nc  due 
could  change  it,  and  perhaps  all  your  opinions  u 
a»  fixed  u  the  laws  of  the  Medes  aod  Per&tB 
Otherwife  I  might  fuggcft  that  CO  a  Jew,-  bll 
phemy  agaiilft  Mofcs,  by  whom  God  fpakc,  w(xd 
naturally  be  confidered  as  blafphemy  againft  the  Go 
t)y  whom  he  fpakc ;  on  the  lame  principle  as  01 
Saviour  fays,  M^tt. x.  40.  He  thai  retiroetb ym^^' 
teivtth  me;  and  hi  that  receivetb  mi,  reeavttbU 
tbatfintva, 

fiefidicfl,  we  are  exprefsly  told  what  was  the  ik 
fbimy  with  which  Stephca  was  charged*  A£b  v 
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IKk:^  ^M|/l  Msjis  mid  againfi  God^  ^M^t 

iyjifaii  md  tbi  Uw  \  and  thb  is  fully  explained 

||lfcHows»  V.  14.  For  we  bavi  heard  bimfay^  ibai 

Jtibjkfiu  0/ Nazareib  ftfoU  deftroy  ibis  fiace^  and 

tbe  enftams  wbicb  Mofes  delivered  us.    This 

tbe  whole  of  the  acculation,  very  clearly  ftated^ 

■wA  where  do  you  find  any  thing  laid  concarning 

ImdmiyefCbrift. 

•  I  fiiall  confider  another  of  your  curious  argu- 
You  fayj  p.  ioi«^^  I  fhall  particularly  de* 
fire  chem'^  (i*  e.  your  gentle  flock  above  men^* 
)  '^  to  remark,  that  it  is  faid  of  our  Lord 
.^  Jefufly  that  it  was  not  poflUble  that  he  fhould  be 
^  hidden  of  death.  The  exprcllions  clearly  im- 
^  ply  zfbjfical  impoffiHKty.^*  But  as  we  read  that 
ll  is  hapeffibU  for  God  to  lie^  it  may  be  fakl  that  as 
had  foretold  the  refurreftion  of  Chrift,  it 
mtt  impoflU>ie  but  that  it  muft  take  place.  As 
^  to  a  proper  natural  imfojfibility,  the  faA  is  clearly 
igiinft  you ;  for  if  it  had  been  naturally  impof- 
-  fiUe  for  him  to  be  bolden  of  deatb^  it  muft  cer- 
tmly  have  been  naturally  impolfible  for  him 
^10  have  died  at  all ;  and  if  death  could  hoM  him 
rtrm  days^  it  might  for  any  thing  which  appears 
fc  natMrfy  have  held  him  for  ever^  if  the  divine 
power,  a  power  foreign  to  himfelf,  had  not  in- 
terpofedtf  Accordingly  we  read,  not  that  he 
tttfed  himfelfi  but  that  God  raifed  bim  from  tbe 
iW.  Ufe,  no  doubt,  will. reconcile  the  minds 
^  men  to  ftrange  conceptions  of  things,  and 
tiange  language  %  or  I  ihould  wonder  that  you 

ihouUl 
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fliould  hot  be  fhocked  at  the  idea  ofGmPti^lbiM 
For  when  you  fpeak  of  the  natural'  iinpadUrilii|ll| 
of  Chrift's  being  holden  of  death,  you  muft  co*^'' 
tainly  have  an  idea  of  fomechtng more  dum.iiilt; 
death  of  ^ij^jr. 

;    ■  ■■: 

You,  Sir,  fuppofe  that  our  Lord's  dii[cip3e» 

might  have  converfcd  with  him  as  familiirtywi 
they  did,  and  have  taken  the  liberties  with  him  i 
which  they  foincttmes  did  (as  when  Peter  re- 
buked him  for  compluning  of  being  touched  is 
a  croud, &c. Sec.)  and  yet  haveeonfidered  bimaf H 
their  God  and  maker.     You  fey,  p.  143,  "tbS* 
*'  moft  that  could  be  inferred,  were  the  affump=- 
"  tion  true,  would  be  fomcthing  ftrange  inthcif' 
"  conduift,  and  even  this  might  be  a  hafty  infer-'  : 
*•  ence.    The  fingularity  of  their  conduft  might; 
"  difappear  if  the  accounts  they  had  left  of  oof 
*'  Lord's  life  on  earth,  and  of  their  attendance 
*'  upon  him,  were  more  circumftantial.     Butche 
*'  truth  is,  that  the  foundations  of  this  argument 
"  are  unfound."     After  mentioning  inftances  in 
which  you  think  they  invoked  him  as  a  deity* 
you  fay,    "  If  the  angels  Michael  or  Gabriel- 
*'  Ihoiiid  come  and  live  among  us  in  the  iiunncr. 
"  which  you  fuppofe,  I  think  we  Ihould  foon  loft)   . 
"  our  habitual  recollcftion  of  their  angelic  iTa- 
"  turc.     It  would  be  only  occafionally  awakened 
"  by  extraordinary    incidents.      This,  at  Icaft, 
*'  would  be  the  cafe  if  they  mixed  with.us  upon 
*•  an  evenfocting,  without  afliiming  any  badg,es  of 
"  diftinition,  wearing  a  common  garb,  partaking 
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>ur  lodRing}  and  of  our  boards  fu  (Faring  in 
iknie  degree  with  ourl'elves  from  hunger 
I  iatigue,  and  feeking  the  fame  refrefhments. 
e  wonder  would  be  if  angels,  in  thi$  difguife, 
t  with  any  other  refped:  than  that  which  dig- 
f  of  charafter  commands,  and  fomething  of 
afional  homage  when  their  miraculous  help 
;  needed.  This  was  the  refpeft  which  our 
rd  met  with  from  his  followers/' 

this»  I  can  only  fay,  that  I  am  really 
ihcd  how  you  can  entertain  the  idea  of  any 
cr  of  perfons  living  on  this  even  fooiitig,  - 
a  call  it,  with  a  being  whom  they  adually 
^  to  be  the  maker  of  themfelves,  and  of 
ings,  even  the  eternal  God  himfelf.  Cer- 
'9  Sir,  you  never  attempted  to  realize  the 
lea,  or  even  thought  of  putting  yourfelf  m 
place,  fo  as  to  have  imagined  yourfelf  in* 
ced  into  the  aftual  prefcnce  of  your  maker, 
'  form  of  gfian,  or  any  other  form  whatever, 
nuft  have  been  overwhelmed  with  the  very 
;ht  of  it ;  or  if  you  fhould  have  had  the 
ge,  and  unparalleled  felf  poflTelTion,  to  bear 
i  thing,  mud  there  not  have  been  numbers 
70uld  have  been  filled  with  conflernation  at 
cry  idea,  or  the  mere  fufpicioHj  of  the  pcr- 
hey  were,  fpeaking  to  being  really  God. 
yet  we  perceive  no  trace  of  any  fuch  con- 
lion  and  alarm  in  the  gofpel  hiftory,  no 
of  aftonilhment  in  the  difciplcs  of  oujr 
in  confequence  of  the  belief  of  it,  and  no 

I  marks 
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marks  of  indignation  or  exclamation  of  blaC{^J 
my,  &c.  againft  thofe  who  diJbelicvcd  it. 

I  am  furprized  to  find  how  very  diffc 
you  think  from  your  ho/y  father  Athi 
en  this  Ibbjeft.  He  fays,  "  I  wiH 
"  to  fay,  that  the  Welled  difciples  themfdl 
**  had  no  perfect  perfuafiorF  conccFning  his 
*•  nity,  till  the  defccnt  of  the  fpirit  at  ~ 
"  coft*." 

Ghryfoftom  frequently  obfervcs  that  ChriftaJ 
intimated  his  divinity  obfcurely,  and  left  the  foil  dit 
covery  of  it  to  his  apoftles.  Thus  he  fays,  tht 
"  he  hiniCeif  never  faid  plainly  that  he  made  dt 
*'  heavens  and  the  earth,  and  the  fca,  and  all  thii^ 
"  vifible  and  invifible-)-.  And  why,"  fays  he,  "do 
"  you  woHLlcr  that  others  Ihould  have  faid  grew 
*•  things  of  him  than  he  has  faid  of  himfclf,  who 
*'  he  explained  many  things  by  afirionsj  but  ncvtr 
•'  clearly  in  words.  That  he  made  mattf  he  flmred 
*'  clearly  enough,  as  by  the  blind  man;  butwbs 
*'  he  was  dilc-urfmg  about  the  formation  of  lb 
*'  ihe  fliit  man,  be  did  not  fay  /  maii  thm^^A 
"  he  thai  made  ibem,  made  them,  male  and  fenwlt 
"  And  that  he  made  the  world  he  fignified  byri« 

To  ■D-i'iu/^a  To   ayiat   etnloif   tjj  ■s'-.TldxavH    extpsilwlf.   B* 
Communi  Eflencia.     Opera,  vol.  1.  p.  137. 

Ih  Matt,  V.  Opera,  vol.  VH.  p.  154. 

•*  fifties 


'\  ' 
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fthsess-  hf  the  wine,  by  the  loaves,  &c— but 
r-dearly  in  words  **''  He  even  fays,  "  i  t  was 
MXiffiuy  to  be  c(»icealed  from  his  difciples, 
they  would  immediately  hftVe  told  every 
;&oii|^  an  excels  of  joy  t*'^ 

CHrift/'  lie  fays^  «<  did  not  tevesll  his  divinity 

sdisttdv  i  but  was  firft  thought  to  be  apro- 

and  the  Chrift^  fimply  a  man,  and  it  after- 

^Imrds  appeared  by  his  works,  and  his  fayingg, 

heieally  wasj:.^' 

■ 

I  one  importaiit  drcumfiiince  relating  to 

fiptgeft,  of  which  you  have  taken  no  nodce  at 

iithb;  If  the  apoftles  had  really  preached 

[^oarine  of  the  divinity  of  Cbrift  fix}m  die  firft, 

^XiUTf  ^IVftflt^fi;  t/  tTffOI  ftf  l^orcC  «tp/   mtijti  UfnKA^'IP 

#•  Jidi  T«r  ffifAJJ^p  o'd^mi  nx  fAf )^f r  i  on  yttf  iw 
«vr^tT»iiwf9f/ffi^f  9^9H  ^  /ice  TV  tv^Kh.  wska 

kpMi  «M^' «  4rMi)a'«^  etpo'ir  a^  ^n\u  t  wotn^tp  ctt/T«f .  ITceMF 

Sivvjiirv /ui  r«ir  ^pT«i^ ffiunffi  uJ^Afiii  ruio  ffet^»$ 

Ivu  In  Matt.  V.  Opera,  Vol.  VII.  p.  154.  ' 

LMf  iK  'VoAAiK  irJ^oy)r#  'varra  iKitfv^Av.  la  Matt.  cap.,  viii. 
H^  1^1.  VII.  p,  274- 

ranp  «r.    Ib  Johan.  Honor,  u.  Qpcrtt  ¥oL  VIII.  p.  ste. 
I  2  and 
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and  coafequently  ;t  h^  always  beca  isbe  \ 
the  chriftiaD  churchy  the  uobelieviiig  Jen 
have  heard  of  it.  Would  they  not»  cherdg 
objeded  to  it  as  loudly  as  they  did  ia  ll 
df  the  chriftian  Father* ».  and  as  they  do  at  tl 
How  is  it  tben^  that  neither  in  the  A&s  of  tl 
tksi  nor  in  any  of  the  epiftles,.  we  find  ) 
trace  of  any  (ych  objedioH,  the  leaft  'aotiee 
the  mod  diflant  Fe|ejFtBce  to  ir»  by  thofe  n 
concerned  to  anfwer  it.  The  moft.proba 
clufion  from  this'  fiaft  is^  that  no  iuch  offi 
been  given  to  the  Jews>  the  apoftks  not 
preached  any  fuch  doftFinc- 

With  refpeft  to  the  time  when  our  S 

difciples  began  to  confider  him  as  Godj, 

p.  99.  that  I  am  the  perfon  moft  cone 

find  the  folution.  I  told  you  in  my  forme 

that  I  had  Tolved  the  difficulty  to  my  owi 

fatisfaftion  in  my  Hifiory  rf  the  Cerr§i{ 

Cbrijiianity ;  where  I  (hewed  by  what  1 

idea  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  introd 

did  it  upon  my  own  hypothefisj^  of  its  n 

an  original  do6trine>  but  a  corruption  ol 

anity ;  and  I  challenged  you  to  give  as 

an  account  of  its  introduction^  on  the  id 

being  no  corruption,  but  a  genuine  do6 

vcaled  at  fome  time  or  other  by  Chri 

apoftles^  and  by  the  apoftles  to  the  body 

tiansw    But  according  to  you,  it  requin 

Yelation  at  alL    The  whole  Jewifli  nat 
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.to  raieiye  their  M^&ih  as  diek  God, 
^lin»diatd7  to  wdrfliip  him  accordingiy. 

WO  doubts  however^  but  that  the  Jews 

SayiourV  time^  cxpedled  a  man  in  the 

of  theMeffiah.  "Mary^  hu  mother,  cvi- 

ci^Ki&rd  that  he  would  even  be  bom  in 

lal  wayj  of  cwa  human  parents  $  for  when 

informed  her^  that  Ibe  ffaould  conceive 

hp^  forib  a  fon^  who  fhould  be  called  the 

ilfi^bc  iighefif  to  whom  God  would  givi  the 

^  bk  father  Davids  {h€  replied^  Luke  i, 

Mfwj/ball  this  ht^  feeing  I  know  not  a  tnanf  The 

les  evidently  appear  to  me  to  have  confi- 

.him  as  no  other  than  a  man,  and  they 

it  sio  other  do&rine  after   our  Saviour's 

We '  perceive  no  trace  of  it  in  the  book 

I  and  Athanafius,  Cbryfoftom^  and  others 

.the  Fathers,  only  pretend  that  they  taught  it 

fMtUhn,  fo  as  not  to  give  much  alarm^  till 

I'publi&ed  it  in  his  gofpeL  . 

ppon  the  wh<Jc,  it  appears,  that  the  Jews  whb 

"  die  6entilcs  into  the  belief  of  the  doftrine  of 

m^ple  humanity  of  Chrifl:  were,  according  to 

XtbaiuUius,  chriitiah  Jews,  and  that  their  pro- 

■Wytcs  were  chriftian  Gentiles.      It  is  pcrfedyy 

I  ndiculous  to  fuppofe  that  the  queftion  could  be 

fatercfting  to  any  others.   It  alfo  muft  have  been 

die  certain  knowledge  of  great  bodies  of  unita* 

Ates,  JcWs  and  Gentiles,  in  the  ew^lieR  times,  that 

JW  thde  Fathers  to  this*  hypothefis,  to  account 

I  3  for 
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for  the  fa£t.     But  that  the  great  body  of  W 

chriftians  fhould  be  unitarians  in  the  time  «: 
apoftles  without  their  having  learned  i 
trine  from  the  apoftles,  is  a  thing  that  I  < 
conceive.   Moreover^  it  docs  not  appear  thatlj 
apodles  took  any  umbrage  at  the  prevailii^  d 
trine,  but  connived  at  itj  and  all  the  indtgnada 
they  exprefled  againft  ai^  opinions,  was  agidC 
thoie  of  the  Judaizing  teachers  and  thcGnofiidj 


If  the  apoftles  did  thcmfelves  really 
the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  they  muft,  at  i 
have  had  no  high  idea  of  its  importatue,  or 
could  never  have  been  fuch  lame  fpeclaton 
the  fpread  of  the  unitarian  doftrine  among  th» 
countrymenj  and  from  them,  according  to  At!* 
nafius,  among  the  Gentiles.  How  would  BilM» 
Bull  and  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans  hart 
written,  if  they  had  been  in  the  fituation  in  whidi 
Epiphanius  and  all  the  Fathers  place  the  apoffle 
John  when  he  wrote  his  epiftle  ?  Would  ihty 
have  contented  themfelves  with  condemning  tiit 
dangerous  tenet,  of  the  unitarians  in  no  mprt , 
than  one  claufe  of  a  lingle  fenccnce,  which  lik^ 
wife  contains  the  condemnation  of  the  GnoiUci! 
Would  they  not  have  thought  the  unitarian  the 
more  dangerous  hercfy  of  the  two?  and  there- 
fore have  bent  their  chief  force  againft  it  ? 


It  is  remarkable,  however,  and  really  curioui,  | 
that  before  the  unitarians  were  confidcred  as  he- 
retics. 
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iltt^t,  we  find  a  very  different  account  of  the 
^Mafons  that  Induced  John  to  write  both  his  cpif- 
.^tw  uid  his  gofpel;  Ignatius  fays  it  was  fokly 
-.frith  a  view  to  the  Gnoftics,  and  To  does  Irenasus, 
i^^in  and  again.  This,  therefore,  was  the  more 
Mcient  opinion  on  the  fubje^ ;  and  I  doubt  not, 
the  true  one.  And  it  was  not  till  long  after  this 
(Tcrtullian,  I  believe,  is  the  firft  in  whom  it  oc- 
curs) that  it  was  imagined'  that  the  apoftle  had 
%By  view  to  the  unitarians  in  any  of  his  writings. 
This  is  a  circumftance  that  well  deferves  to  be 
attended  to. 

,  You  imagine.  Sir,  what  appears  very  extraor- 
dinary, indeed,  to  mc,  that  the  Jews  will  be  eafiiy 
i;ieconcilcd  to  the  doctrine  of  the  trinity,  and  will, 
eyen  njote  readily  embrace  chriftianity  on  the 
trijiitarian,  than  on  the  unitarian  principle.  "  For 
•*  the  Jews,"  you  fay,  p.  151.  "  whenever  they 
*•  begin  to  open  their  eyes  to  the  evidences  of 
"  our  Saviour's  miffion,  they  will  ftill  be  apt  to 
**  conlider  the  New  Teftament  it)  connexion 
"  with  the  Old.  They  \yill  look  for  an  agree- 
"  ment  in  principle,  at  leaft,  between  the  gofpel 
"  and  the  law.  When  they  accept  the  chriftian 
**  doftrine,  it  will  be  as  a  later  and  a  fuller  dif- 
"  covery.  They  will  rejetft  it  if  they  confider 
"  it  to  be  contradiAory  to  the  patriarchal  and 
•*  Mofaic  revelations.  Succeflivc  difcovcrtes  of 
"  divine  truth  may  differ,  they  will  fay,  in  full- 
**  neis  and  perfpicuity,  but  in  principle  they  muft 
**  harmonize,  as  parts  of  one  fyftem.  They  will 
I  4  •     retain 
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« retain  fome  veneration  for  rheir  trad! 
^  do^rines  ;  and  in  their  moft  ancient  Tar 
•'  as  well  as  in  aUufions  in  their  facred  \ 
*•  they  will  find  the  notion  of  one  godhea 
*•  trinity  of  perlbns,  and  they  will  percciv 
*'  ii  was  in  contradiiftion  to  the  chriftians  tf 
"  later  Rabins  abandoned  the  notions  oi 
"  forefathers.  The  unitarian  fcheme  of  ch 
"  nity  is  the  lad,  therefore,  to  which  the 
"  are  likely  to  be  converted,  as  it  is  the  it 
*'  enmity  with  their  ancient  faith," 

So  different.  Sir,  are  your  ideas  and  mi 
this  fubiect,  that  one  would  think  we  had 
read  the  fame  authors,  or  lived  in'the  fame 
Our  diflfeBent  views  of  things  muft  have 
from  rhe  dififerent  infloences  to  which  our 
havtt  been  mpofed  j  bur  where  yob  have  be 
with  whom 'you  have  lived,  1  cannot  trace.  , 
ihofc  later  Rabins  were,  Tvho  abandoned  rfic 
of  their  fathers,  and  from  cxpcAing  the  A 
10  be  God,  adopted 'the  idea  of  his  being  i 
man  (a  procefs  which  I  fliould  think  not 
natural)  I  cannot  Bnd.  Late  as  they  are,  thq 
have  been  earlier  than  Juftin  Martyr  i  and  inc 
this  memorable  change  of  ofittieir,  on  fo  fundai 
a  fubjeft  I  find  no  trace  whatever.  '  Reallj 
one  cannot  read  fuch  a  fhameful  perverfio 
abfolute  making  of  ancient  hiftory,  with  ref| 
thisdoftrine  Concerning  the  Meffiab,  as  wel 
the  church  oS  Jerufalem,  without  a  mixt 
coDtcinpc  and  indignation. 


>■:  =■ 


■i-t  *  - 
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Ml  oooieiit  mTfdf,  on  this.  Ibl^eft,  iHth. 
to  .two  teffimbnies.    One  of  them  is  that 

'*  1  ft""!  to 

and  tbe  other  of  later  date. 

I  Itippofe  you  will  alkm,  had  fuffi« 
flncUad  the  hiftoiy  and  bpimont  of  tbe  Jews. 
&•  wriam  largely  on  the  futge&i  andyec^ 
a  ainitarian  himfelf,  he  has  exploded  all  the 
of  Codworth  and  others  to  find  the  doc- 
of  the  trinity  either  among  the  ancient  or  the 
^tedem  Jews* 

^  The  chriftians,  and  the  Jews,'^  he  (ays,  «  fc- 
!"^pini&  at  the  fecond  flep  m  religion.  For  after 
^  kving  Vidored  together  one  God^  abfolutely  per* 
^'fc^  they  find  the^  nKKneqt  after  the  aby (s  of  the 
^^Inmif,  which  intirely  feparates  them.  The  Jew 
f  iBocificfars  ibree  pirfcns  as  thru  Gods,  and  this 
^tritbiifim  Ihocks  him.  The  chriftian,  who  be- 
.^fiem  the  unity  of  one  God,  thinks  that  the 
^flfthery  the  ion,  and  the  holy  fpirit,  fliould  all  be 
^called*  God,  and  have  the  fame  worfhip.  It  is 
f*iaipoflible  to  reconcile  opinions  fo  contrary. 
^  TIere  are,  however,  divines  bold  enough  to  at- 
'tetopc  it*.''    You,  Sir,  are  one  of  thofe  bBid 


di 


vmes^ 


u 


^  *'  La  Chretiens  t'ecartent  des  Jatfs  des  le  fecond  pat 

^a'Us  foot  damn  la  religion.    Car  apres  avoir  adore  enfemble 

on  dieOy  Ibaverainement  parfait,  ils  tronvent  un  moment 

^  ^pres  Tabime  de  la  trimte,   qui  les  fepare,  et  les  eloigne 

^^  ibavcrainement.     Le  Juif  regarde  trois  perfonnea  comme 

trail  dieux,  et  ce  tritheifme  loi  faithorreur.    Lechretien, 

!  ^oi  croit  TuAite  d'on  Dieu,  ve^t  a  memc  terns  q*on  donn« 

"cfe 
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dhmes^  Qr>  if  not  bold  yourfelf,  at  kaft  a 
of^bokL 


This  writer  alfo  fays  diat  the  '*  Jews  confid^ 
^  thcmfclves  as  bearing  dieir  teftinxuiy  to  cbc  ui^ 
^  of  (3od  among  all  the  nations  of  the  world  f.*^ 
Deny  thefe  fa£U  if  you  can.     What  nr^i^«  or  whit 
$^bt  noij  to  offend  the  Jews,  is  not  the  queftkxb. 
The  dodrine  of  the  trinity  does,  in  h&,  and  froa 
ifartime  that  it  was  ftarted  always  did,  offend  {bp. 
whole  body  of  the  Jews,  and  is,  no  doubt,  oocdf 
the  greatcft  obftaclcs  to  thci;  converfion. 

My  fccond  teftimony  I  fliall  give  in  the  poft- 
fcripr  of  a  letter  from  a  correfpondent  in  the  Weft  of 
England,  in  the  year  1 774,  containing  the  opinion  of 
a  learned  Jew,  whom  we  may  prefume  to  be  novr 
living,  and  in  this  country.  At  that  time,  he  muft  have 
been  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Barnftable,  in  Devon- 
fliire.     An  event,  which  then  gave  me  much  con* 
cern,  occafioned  the  difcontinuance  of  my  cone- 
(pondence  with  the  writer  of  that  letter ;  and  though 
dcfirous  of  knowing  the  iffue  of  the  bufincfs,  I 
have  not  learned  it.     If  this  publication  (houKl  be 
the  means  of  bringing  me  acquainted  with  it,  1 
^all  think   myfelf  happy.     If  the  learned  Jevi 

*'  ce  titre  au  perc,  au  fils,  ao  Saint  Efprit,  ct  q'on  Its  adorr 

*'  11  eft  impofljble  de   concilier   dcs  opinions  (i  conrraires 

*'  crpf  ndant  il  y  a  des  theologiens  hardis,  qui  ont  icnic  dc  1^ 

"  faire."    Hiil.  dcs  Jiiifs,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  iii.  f.  i. 

•  "  Les  temoins  dc  I'unite  de  dieu  dans  routes  les  nation' 
*'  dtt  mondc."    lb.  Lib.  VIL  cap.  xxxiii.  f.  15. 

him- 
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limfelf  flioukl  meet  with  thefe  letters,  I  Audi  bt 
Veiy  |(bd  to  hear  from  him,  whatever  may  be  hif 
Ipc&ot  tlKUghts  OQ  thp  futjeft.  ^n  the  mean 
;ivie,  I  Would  recbmmend  it  to  you,  Mr.  Arch- 
J  to  rocjuir^  of  any  Jews  now  tiyiogi  an4 
||Ht  tb' jirgbe  Yrom  fuppofiUans^   when  fiiSs  ai$ 

ifvhia  your  reach. 

f 

; :  My  ooneTpoodent's  pbftfcript  is  as  foUows.  ^I 

^?hive  lent  your  In/Hiuta  toa  fenfible  and  religious 
^  Rabbi,  bred  at  the  uoiverfity  of  Halle.  He  hai 
^  read  them  with  great  care,  and  talum  curioua 
^otraAs  from  them.  The  clergyman  of  this 
^pariOi  warned  him  of  the  danger  of  your  works» 

'  9  and  abufed  me  for  lending  them  to  a  Jew.  The 
f  latter  had  fenfe  enough  to  defpiie  hiiPf  and  told 
^Mn  that  as  long  as  chriflianity  was  thought 
t^  cootmadiftory  to  the  firft  law  of  Judailm,  the 

^  ^  Gonverfion  of.  his  brethren  would  be  impo0ible« 
^  The  parfon  wanted  to  baptize  him.  The  RabU 
^  laid,  teligibn  was  a  &rious  matter,  and  he  would 
^  be  a  convert  ia  reality  before  he  would  be  one 
^  in  profeflion.  He  has  been  much  with  me.  I 
^  hopt  to  be  able  to  fend  you  a  pleafing  account 

^ of  him.'' 

I  4m,  8fc, 


LETTER 
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t   £    T    T  E   R      XII. 

{jjT  th  Ptrfiai/kitioB  «f  fbt  X^«r, 

Rbv.  Sir, 
YO  U  fiUl  deny:  that  ibe  chriffim  Fachen  M 
acquuntcd  with  any  fuch  thing  as  the  /«; 
«il(rtfdps,  that  is,  tbt  ikakii^  a  real  iHteU^tni  fir^ 
«f  tfae  /ffoj,  or  wifiloin  of  Gfxl }  whoeas,  abll 
asJ  acknowledge  the  liottoD  to'  be,  it  was,  m 
indifputably  the  real  doArine  both  of  Philo,  i 
platonizing  Jew,  and  of  thofe  who  were  called 
tbodox  ehrijHatu,  who  platxvnized  llkewife.  I  fpe 
within  compafs,  when  1  fay  that  I  can  produce  hi 
dnds  of  paOages  which  prove  in  chc  ctcarefi  mann 
that  the  divinity  which  they  afcribed  to  Chrift  ^ 
the  very  fame  principle  which  had  condituted 
va/Hsm,  aod  other  pewerSf  of  God  the  Father)  i 
tint  the  generation  of  the  Sou  was  the  commcn 
mentofthe  flate  of  affuai  per/etiali^  of  the  Aij 
whether  in  time,  as  fome  thought,  or  from 
eternity,  as  others,  which  latter  was  afcerwa 
received  as  the  eftablilhed  doctrine. 

This  was  evidently  agreeable  to  the  princij 
of  thofe  platonifts,  from  whom  Philo  and  tl; 
chriftian  Fathers  derived  their  opinion>  and  if 
^coy  this,  *  child  as  you  call  me  in  platoni 
p.  15.  (which  however  does  not,  I  hope,  prev 
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from  being  a  man  in  chriftiiAky)  I  fludl  be 
n  Jim  will  fee  in  my  l»'ger  work,  to  ttacb 
ytm  whu  foo  are  at  prdenc  ignorant  of  with 
tc%eft  CD  it.    If  this  kind  of  literatvre  be  your 
i^hm,  p.  163^  I  muft  fay  that  you  have  been  a 
jBinfidenib)e  time  fhm  bmm^  and  that  yoo  afe  at 
fidbit  unacquainted  with  feveral  apartmentt  in 
jjonr  own  houfe*    i  (hall  then:  wait  i^n  you  at 
|l^  bode  of  yours,  and  endeavour  to  point  them 
Mtioyoik 

1  Widi  lyfpe^  to  my  quotation  from  Athena- 

jQfis,  iiAd  my  account  of  his  nseaning,  you  are 

jikfAd  to  (ay,   p.  i24»   ^  it  only  finilhes  the 

^pRloft  if  it  W9S  before  defdSiye,  of  your  vor 

(^  competency  in  the  fiibjeft.    It  Aiewa  that  yon 

f^.natt  fi>  little  acquainted  with  pUtonifin,,  that 

-^  jour  mind  cannot  readily  apprehend  a  phtonic 

;  "^notion,  when  it  is  clearly  fct  before  you.  What 

.v?*you  take  for  my  mere  conje£lure»  via.  that 

:^  tbi  external  di/pU^  o/power^  is  the  thing  that  is 

^called  generation,  is   the  expreis   aflertioa  of 

^  Athenagoras^   in  the  very  paflfagc  which  you 

^  have  quoted.*^ 

On  the  contrary,  I  maintain  that,  if  your  e^ 
iemat  difplay  of  power  be  any  thing  difiere nt  from 
what  i  have  called  the  perjhnifcation  of  the  logos^ 
or  bis  becoming  a  proper  perfon,  fo  as  to  be  God, 
in  himfelf  confidered,  it  is  contradided  by  Athe- 
aagoras  in  this  very  paflage^  as  well  as  by  all  the 

chrifttaa  writers  who  treat  oTthe  fubjeft.    In  this 

paflagc 
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paflage  he  calls  the  Son  ^^  the  firft  prod 
'^  the  Father,  not  that  he  was  ever  properly  m 
(that  i%,  out  of  nothing)  ^'  for  God  being  i^; 
^*  eternal  mindy  had  logos  always  in  hi 
*^  being  always  Koyu^ ;"  that  is,  being  always 
reafonable  ihtelligcnt  being.  Now^  Sir,  whit 
coald  any  manf  mean  by  this  expreffion,  btit  thit 
before  this  circumltance^  6r  event  (which  I  call 
the  perfomficatUn  of  the  logos,  and  you  Ac 
external  difflay  of  bis  powers)  took  place/  there  wm 
no  more  a  proper  trinity  of  perfons  in  God,  than 
there  is  in  man  %  for  God,  like  man,  was  then 
limply  Ao>/jt^,  an  intelligent  being ;  wifdom,  or 
intelligence,  being  one  of  his  attributes.  Many  of 
the  Fathers  ufe  this  comparifoh,  feppbfing  the  logos 
in  Gad  to  halre  been  originally  exaftly  fimilar  to 
logos^  or  reafon  in  man.  Now  are  there,  think 
you,  or  Was  it  ever  imagined  that  there  were,  proper 
diftindt  perfons  in  the  mind  of  man,  merely  becaufe 
that  mind  was  as^x/-^  rational?  The  vcrycx- 
prellion  excludes  this  idea,  and  mud  have  beeit 
intended  to  exclude  it. 

But  according  to  all  the  orthodox  Fathers,  after 
this  generation  of  the  Son  (who  before  was  nothing 
more  with  refpeft  to  the  Father  than  reafon  is  with 
fcfped  to  man)  he  aflumed  a  proper  difHn£t  per- 
finality ;  and  this  generation  was  with  a  view  to  the 
produftion  of  material  beings,  and  not  the  pro- 
,  duftion  itfelf,  or  the  difplay  of  powers  in  that 
produdion.  For  this  generation  was  reprefented 
as  the  proper  a^  of  the  eternal  Father,  whereas 

the 


ARCriDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS,     127 

&e  ^fjiay  of  powers  in  the  produdion  of  materia} 

bungs  (if  I  xnuft  adopt  your  quaint  language)  was 

icCDrding  to  them^  the  proper  ait  of  the  Son.    Ac- 

CQiding  CO  them  it  certainly  was  the  Son,  and  not 

l4ie  Father,  who  was  the  immediate  maker  of  all 

^ dungs.     In  my  opinion  Athenagoras's  notion  was, 

that  this  generation  of  the  Son  took  place  in  time^ 

sod  not  from  all  eternity ;  becaufe  he  fays  that  from 

Ae  beginning,  or  from  eternity,  God  was  fimply 

^f  tf  mind^  having    logos    in  himfelf,   as  being 

always  Afl>/*@-,  reafonabUy  or  intelligent. 

Adien^;oras,  however^  as  appears  from  this  very 
fttflage,  the  beginning  of  which  I  quoted,  was 
^  far  from  having  a  notion  of  three  diftinA 
perfons  in  the  trinity.  For  though  he  thought, 
^  Juftin  Martyr,  that  the  logos^  from  the  time 
<rf  his  generation,  affumcd  a  permanent  perfonaltty\ 
\  the  holy  fpirit  did  not,  but  was  like  a  beam  of  the 
.  jfer,  fometimes  emitted  from  the  Father,  and  fome^ 
tunes  drawn  into  him  again,  agreeably  to  the  philo-. 
%hy  of  thofe  times  concerning  the  fun  and  his 
%ht.  This  was  alfo  the  kind  of  perfonal  exiftence 
^  Juftin  Martyr  faid  that  fomc  peifons  in  his 
^^^  afcribed  to  the  Son,  and  which  was  alio  faid 

*  have  been  the  dodtrine  of  Marcellus  of  Ancvra. 

Vou  fay,  p.  123,  that  "  Tertullian,  to  prevent 
the  very  conclufion  which  you  draw  from  this 

'analogy,   that  the  logos  was  at  fome  time  or. 

'  Another  a  mere  attribute,  remarks  that  nothing 

*  trmpty  or  unfubftantial  can  proceed  from  God. 

M  For 
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*'  For  the  divine  nature  admitting  neither  c 
"  nor  accident,  every  thing  belonging  to  it  i 
"  be  fubftance."     This  argument,"  you  add, 
*'  ably  ftated  in  the  Dialogues  of  the  kamcd  C 
"  Leaie." 

This  indeed,  Sfr,  is  an  argument  that  icqmi 
both  an  able  Jlatiug,  and  an  aile  defense ;  for,  in 
itfclf,  nothing  can  be  more  weak.  What,  think 
you,  could  the  Fathers  mean  by  faying  tliat,  alicr 
the  cmiflion  of  the  logos,  the  original  divine  miini 
was  not  deftitute  of  logos  ?  Did  they  not  mean  tlul 
he  was  not  deftitute  of  renfin,  or  underfiMi^l 
Is  there  not  then  ncccfiarily  implied  an  identity  of 
nature  between  the  logos  emitted,  and  legos  retaiiuH 
Does  it  not  follow. from  hence,  and  from  its  being 
faid  that  the  father  was  ftill  ?.ay,t.Q,  rational,  ditf 
they  were  both  originally  what  we  call  rea/al 
Nay,  do  not  fome  of  the  Fathers  compare  the  emiffioO 
of  the  logos  from  God  to  the  cmiffion  of  rcafoa 
from  man,  in  difcourfing  with  one  another  ? 

You  fay,  for  it  is  >-os  that  fay  this  (I  have  m« 
with  nothing  fo  very  ablurd  in  Tcrtullian)  that 
"  ihedivine  nacuie  admitting  neither  quality  nof 
"  accident,  every  thing  belonging  to  it  muft  be 
"  fubtlance."  The  divine  being  then  has  no 
froperties,  no  atlrihules,  noperfeilioni  at  all,  which 
is,  in  faft,  denying  his  very  heitig;  for  what  is 
heing  without  properties?  Pray,  Sir,  has  the  Son 
or  the  Holy  Spirit,  any  attributes  ?  In  all  my 
reading  I  do  not  remember  to  have  mcE  witb 

any 
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'  abfurdity  equal  to  this,  except  your  own  pe^ 
iar  conceit,  that  ''one  mihd  can  bcgec  an-« 
jther  by  the  contemplation  of  its  perfedtions'* 
syw  c^Wcd  fubftances)  a  notion  which  you  afcribe 
mil  the  Fdthen^  though  I  will  venture  to  fay  it 
not  to  be  found  in  any  of  them.  Strange 
lOOgh^  to  be  fure,  are  fome  of  their  conceits^ 
It  not  quite  fo  ftrange  and  abfurd  as  this. 
'here  is,  as  you  fomewhere  juftly  obfcrvc,  a 
rogrcfs  in  abjurdiiy^  as  well  as  in  truth. 

Lafbuitius,  you  acknowledge,  exprefles  him>^ 
rlf  clearly  enough  according  to  my  idea  of  this 
ufajeft,  but  you  difpofe  of  his  orthodoxy^  as  you 
lid  of  Origen's  veracity.  You  boldly  deny  it. 
This,  indeed,  is  a  very  compendious  method  of 
Lnfwcring  me.  But,  Sir,  the  queftion  is  not 
vhom  you  are  now  pleafed  to  call  orthodox,  but 
vbo  was  deemed  to  be  fo  in  the  age  in  which 
le  lived.  Now  I  challenge  you  to  prove  that 
iny  writer  of  the  age  of  Lai^ancius  confidered 
Wm  as- heterodox.  Indeed  it  was  very,  unlikely 
^W  the  man  who  was  chofen  tutor  to  a  fon  of 
Conftantine,  fhould  have  been  a  perfon  of  that 

in  order  to  undervalue  this  excellent  writer, 
you  fay,  p.  1 29.  that  "  he  afcribed  a  beginning  to 
"  the  exiftence  of  the  eternal  Father.  No  wondet 
**  then,"  you  add,  ''  that  he  fhould  afcribe  a  be- 
^^  ginning  to  the  Son's  exiflence.  You  are  wel*- 
'*  come.  Sir,'*  you  fay,  **  to  any  advantage  you 

K  may 


\ 
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**  may  be  able  to  derive  frotb  the  autluirii)  ol 
■*  fuch  a  writer."     La£tantias,  however,   can- 
didly confo-Dcd,  may  perhaps  be    faid  only  n 
have  ufed  xa  improper  exprcAion,   namely,  tiat 
GtJ  mtuU  bimfdft  meahing  no  more  than  we  do 
vrben  we  fay  that  God  i^filf-txiftent,  which,)) 
fa&,  iropliertfae'Terybcattraryt>f  what  you  afcrifa 
CO  hinik    He'iidviiicci  thi»  iv  proof  of  his  gcM 
•ral  nuuum,  Nfcc  enim  poteft,  ut  ab  ullo  efTc  ge* 
neratus,  qui  ipfe  univerfa  generavit,  be  camst  it 
treated  of  any  who  bimfelf  ereated  all  things,  which 
drarfy   irtiplies  that   he  could  not  be  creaiec 
at  all.     For  though'  the  thing  made  had  a  t# 
ginning,  the  maker  could  have  noncj  and  wH 
\ras  the  maker  In  this  cafe,  but  Go^  himfetf 
The  term  felf-exifient  is,  in  h&  (as  wiH  appea' 
it  be  analized)  equally  improper)  fot  \i  m 
pifes  that  God  is  the  eaufi  of  his  own  exifienc! 
For  this  rcafbn,  fome  who  wifh  to  fpeak'  wS 
cxaflnefs,  avoid  that  tcfm,  and  rather  fay  rfii 
God  is  eitrnal ;  but  they  do  not  tajc  thofe  whi 
ufc  the  the  yiorAfelfexifieni  with  really  believii^ 
diat  God  had  a  beginning.  I 

Whatever  miftakes  Laftantiws  may  be  f»p-  - 
pofed  to  have  made  as  a  metapk^cian^  it  docs 
not  appear  that  in  his  own  time  he  was  charged 
with  any*,  and  they  might  have  been  as  littl^ 
noticed  ftiti,  if  he  had  been  a  found  divine  \  aiia 
though  you  fuppofe  that  he  afc^bed  a  beginntoS 
td  the  eternal  Father,  yet,  if  you  had  found  tim 
6oai'^e  moment  of  the  Father's  exiftcnee^  Oat 
3  «f 
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he  Son,  had,  in  his  h\s3,  commenced  alfo,  you 
lid  perhaps  have  contenied  yourftrlf  with 
Ung  at  his  ndtion,  01  at  leaft  have  abated  of 
fcvcrity  of  your  ceufure. 

!onftiimine,  whom  you  quote,  p.  127.  as  in 
r  favour,  is  diredly  againll  you.  Taking 
r  own  words,  he  fuys,  "  the  Son  was  begot- 
:n,  or  rather  he  hinifelf  came  forth  (b?ing 
vcn  ever  in  the  Father)  for  the  letting  in  or- 
er.  of  the  things  wliich  were  made  by  him.- 
Jere,"  you  fay,  "  the  emperor  expounds  ge- 
tnthn  hy  cumins  forth  "  But  tlien.  Sir,  he 
•s  not  fay  that  this  generation,  or  coming  fortb, 
i  the  fame  thing  with  the  fining  in  order  the 
(p  that  vjere  made  by  him  -,  but  it  was  evidently 
Kthing  that  toole  place  previous  to  i\i\^ fitting 
witfj  and  with  a  view  to  it.-,  fo  that  this  myf- 
ious  generation   preceded  what  you  quaintly 

I  the  proJeHisn  of  energies,  and  was  not  the 
K  thing  widi  it. 

ITou  (till,  likewife  confound  the  dodiine  of 
tus,  p.  116.  with  that  of  the  pcrfittification  of 
'  LagoSf  than  which  no  two  things  were  more 
fetent,  havi.ig  always  been  oppofed  to  each 
KT,  as  you  muft  have  known,  had  you  been  fo 

II  read,  as  you  pretend  to  be,  in  the  ancient 
cUfuftical  writers,  fince  a  great  proportion  of 
(if  works  is  occupied  in  the  difcufiion  of  this 
bjcft.    The  Arians  mainc^ined  that  Chrift  was 

K  2  a  being 
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a  being  created  out  of  netbing,  as  other 
viere,  notwithllanding  the  vaftnefs  of  his 
which  were  equal  to  the  creation  of  all 
things,  vifible  and  invifiblcj  and  notbdier) 
eternal  creation,  theylikewife  faid  that  there 
time  when  the  Son  did  not  eKifl:.  Bothljiffe; 
poficions  were  dented  by  the  orthodox  of  that 
«who  maintained  thatChrift  was  not  made 
notbingt  for  that  he  was  the  Logcs,  At  vt/M 
the  pcweTf  i^c.  of  the  Father,  and  that  he  M 
always  exifted  in  the  Father  as  reafon  donj* 
man,  though  his  perfoiuUitj  was  by  fome  lif* 
pofed  to  have  commenced  in  time.  Younarf 
give  me  leave  to  fay  you  are  but  little  *• 
quainted  with  the  principles  even  of  platODib 
and  efpecially  thofc  of  the  later  platonifts,  &<» 
whom  thcchriftian  Fathers  more  immediately  Jt- 
rived  their  notions,  if  you  ate  not  able  to  enw 
into  this  idea. 

This  perfonification,  or  the  commencenKnt 
of  an  actual  perfoitality  of  what  was  an  attrihti 
of  God,  is  a  ftrange  idea,  but,  ftrangc  as  it  iij 
it  neverthelefs  a6tually  took,  place  in  the  mlndi 
of  thoiifands,  and  was  in  truth  all  the  ortho- 
doxy of  the  earlier  ages.  This  incipient  vrlht- 
■  dexy  grew  immediately  out  of  platonifrn,  and  it 
ceriainly  ablurd  enough.  The  orthodoxy  of  tlx 
later  ages,  and  of  the  prefcnt,  grew  out  of  that 
and  is  infinitely  more  abfurd.  Their  doftri* 
was    mere  nenjttife,    yours  the  plainest  of  »ll 
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hat  difference  there  may  be,"  you  fay,  p. 
be'tWeen  a  making  out  of  nothings  and 
onvcrfion  of  a  mere  attribute  into  a  fub- 
e>  or  how  a  perfon  made  out  of  an  attri- 
may  differ  from  a  perlbn  nnadc  out  of  no- 
;» I  would  rather,  Sir^  that  you,  than  I^ 
d  take  the  trouble  to  explain/'  I  have 
led  it  as  well  as  fuch  an  abfuidity  can  be 
ed)  but  it  behoves  you  to  explain  it  much 
dan  it  does  me ;  for,  abfurd  as  the  notion 
:ertainly  prepared  the  way  for  the  ftill 
bfurd  notion  of  ibree  equal  divine  fer/ons  in 
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LETTER      XIII. 


.  .»J 


Confiderqtiqm  relating  to  theDoSrine  efihefru^ 


-M     'Rev.  Si^i, 

T  Own  I  was  particularly  dcfirous  of  ho^ 

what  you  could  poflibly  fay  on  the  fuh^i 
my  /event b  letter j  in  which  I  advanced  ioiiic 
general'  cbnfiderations  relating  to  the  doCToe 

of  the'  /rtnity ;  but,  unfortunately,  you  *  **  con- 
"  tent''yoarfeIf,'*  p.  136.  "  with  giving  only  1 
"  general  reply  to  fome  parts  of  that  letter.  A 
*^  particular  anfwer/'  you  fay,  "  to  the  fcvcral 
"  objeftions  which  it  contains,  would  lead  fflc 
"  into  metaphyfical  difquifitions,  wliich  I  wiihto 
"  decline,  becaufe  in  that  fubjeft  1  forcfcc  thil 
**  we  fhould  want  common  principles  and  acom- 
*'  mon  language.*' 

Now  I  make  no  doubt.  Sir,  but  that,  if  it  had 
been  foffibk  for  you  to  have  given  any  plauHblc 
anfwer  to  the  difficulties  ftarted  in  that  letter, 
you  would  have  found  fome  principle,  common 
or  uncommon,  on  which  to  found  it,  and  fome 
language  a!fo,  wliich  might  have  been  intelligible 
to  me  and  vour  reader^.  But  as  you  profcfs  that 
yoti  (!o  net  expedt  to  convince  me,  it  would  have 
been   quire  fufficient  (or  your  purpofe,  if  you 

could 
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luld  have  found  common  principles,  and  com- 
on  language  for  others. 

I  am  the  more  concerned  at  your  fiience,  a» 
was  in  hopes  of  having  fome  farther  account 
ff  your  own  peculiar  notion  o(  the  neceffary  orl- 
jt^  ^f  tbe  Son  from  the  Father's  contemplation  of  bis 
wmferfiffionsi  bm,  to  my  great  mortification^  I 
ind  not  one  gleam  of  more  light  on  this  curioits 
fabjeA.  You  faid  that  this  doftrihe  was  agrcc- 
fUe  to  the  notions  of  all  the  Fathers^  as  well  as 
b  the  facred  writers,  and  I  challenged  you  to  pro^ 
face  any  authority  for  it,  except  what  exifts  in 
four  own  imagination.  In  my  opinion,  nothing 
skn  be  conceived  more  abfiird  than  the  idea  of  the 
MceiTary  produdlion  of  an  intelligent  being, 
ioflcfled  of  aftual  fubftantial  perfonality,  equal 
fl  all  refpcfts  to  the  original  intelligent  being, 
torn  the  mere  felf  contemplation  of  that  origi- 
al  being's  perfediont.  1  faid  that  nothing  in  the 
fewifh  Cabbala  could  be  more  abfurd.  You  in- 
imate,  p.  149.  that  I  may  know  but  little  of  the 
fcwifli  Cabbala ;  but  for  my  purpofe  it  is  quite 
Mugh,  that  it  is  a  known  proverbial  exprcflion 
0  "denote  the  extreme  of  aifurdity ;  and  if  fo, 
ihatever  the  Jewilh  Cabbala  may  really  be  (of 
rtiich  I  may  perhaps  know  as  much  al  yourfelf, 
md  of  which  we  may  each  of  us  foon  learn 
niough  from  Bafnage)  the  phrafe  could  not  be 
!mfapplied« 

K4  I  find. 


In  the  firft  place,  I  ftill  think  th: 
arc  not  perfeftly  orthodox  j  for  be 
Cual  difapprobacion  of  the  damnato, 
Athanafian  creed,  p.  165,  you  allc 
riority  In  the  Father.  "  If,"  yc 
■*  from  fuch  expreflions  as  m^  Pi 
*'  than  I,  you  would  be  content  to 
"  Almighty  Father  is  indeed  the 
**  the  center  of  divinity,  and  th: 
**  of  godhead  is  to  be  undcrftood  w 
"  terious  fubordination  of  the  Son 
"  you  would  have  the  concurrence 
**  Fathers,  and  ofthe  advotyitcs  oft 
"  all  ages."  But  give  me  leave  t< 
proper  /uterdinathaf  myfterious  ( 
rious,  implies  ijr/mVr/ry,, and  is  an 
of  the  doftrinc  of  the  perfeff  equali 
perfons;  fo  that  it  cannot  be,  as  y 
nw:  is  afort  or  afttr  anotber.  Yc 
"  I  maintain  the  equality  of  th?  th 
"  all  the  attributes  of  thftdivint!  na 
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^  rkno  proof  at  all  of  any  proper  equality  among 
L  ti>einfelves.'  If  fo,  all  men  would  be  equal  among 
^  cfaem&lTes,  becaufe  all  men  are  fuperior  to  brutes. 

Tour  notion  of  a  real  fubordination,  which 
muft  imply  inferimiy,.aivi  indeed  imperfeSlion,  In 
any  of  the  perfons  in  the  trinity,  is  certainly  not 
the  orthodoxy  that  took  place  after  the  council  ' 
of  Nice,  and  that  of  the  Athanalian  creed. 

II.- 

.1  now  come  to  fomething  ftill  more  extraordi- 
nary. "I  maintain,"  you  fay,  p.  1^8.  "that 
*'  the  three  ferfem  are  one  being — I  maintain  iliat 
*•  each  perfon  by  himtVlf  is  God  ;  becaufe  each 
"  poflefles  fuHy  every  attribute  of  the  divine  na- 
**  lure."  Then,  Sir,  I  alTcrc,  that  you  maintain 
as  palpable  a  centraJiiJiou  as  it  i-s  in  the  power  of 
man  to  form  an  idea  of.  The  trmi  Ici/ig  may  Ijc 
predicated  of  every  thing,  and  therefore,  of  each 
of  the  three  perfons  in  the  trinity.  P"or  to  lay 
that  Chrift,  for  initance,  is  God,  but  that  there  is 
no  ieingy  no  /uhftance^  to  which  his  attributes 
may  be  referred,  were  manifeftly  abAird;  and 
therefore  when  you  fay,  that  "  each  of  thefc 
perfons  is  by  himfclf  God,"  you  muft  mean, 
and  in  effeit  fay,  that  the  Father  fcparately 
confidered,  has  a  ieing,  that  the  Son  likewife, 
feparately  confidered.  has  his  being,  and  likewife, 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  feparately  confidcred,  has 

his 
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his  tehtg.  Now,  Sir,  if  you  wiil  be  pleafird  w. 
count  them  up>  you  will  find  that  you  have  goc^ 
ikrte  btingSj  as  weU  as  three  perfonsj  and  what  can 
thefe  three  beings  he  but  three  Godsy  without  fup^ 
pofing  that  there  are  "  three  co-ordinate  perfons^ 
<'  or  three  Fathers^  three .  Sons,  or  three  Hoty 
''  Ghofts.**  If  yoq  like  an  algebraic  expreffimti 
better  than  this,  it  will  ftand  thus,  i+i+i=3- 
Have  the  courage  then.  Sir,  to  fpcak  out,  aad 
yij  what  you  muft  mean^  if  you  have  any  mean- 
ing at  all,  that  you  worlhip  three  Gods. 

But  you  fay,  p.   148.  that  "  thefe  three  per- 
•*  fons  are  all  included  in  the  very  idea  of  a  God, 
"  and  that  for  that  reafon,  as  well  as  for  the  iden- 
"  tity  of  the  attributes  in  each,  it  were  impious 
*•  and  abfurd  to  fav  that  there  are  three  Gods/' 
If  there  be  any  foundation  for  this  remark,  ic 
muft  be  impoflibic  for  any  man  to  have  an  idci 
of  a  God,  without  having  at  the  fame  time  an 
idea  of  thefe  three  perfons ;  and  then  either  there 
cannot  be  any  fiich  thing  as  an  unitarian,  denying 
thefe  three  perfons  in   the  godhead,  or  elfc  all 
unitarians  are  in  iv£t  albctjtsj  having  no  idea  of 
any  God  at  all. 

As  you  feem  to  have  bewildered  yourfelf  very 
much  upon  the  fiibjecl  of  three  perfons  and^nt 
Cody  I  fhall  enter  a  little  farther  into  the  mera- 
phyfical  analyfis  of  it.  By  the  words  beings  fvi- 
fiance^  fubjlratumy  &c.  we  can  mean  nothing  more 

than 
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than  the  foundation^  as  it  were,  of  properties^  or 
lome  thing  to  which,  in  our  idea,  wc  refer  all  the 
particular  attributes  of  whatever  exifts:  In  facV» 
they  are  terms  th:it  may  be  predicated  of  every 
thing  that  is  the  fubje(fl  of  thought  or  difcourfc, 
ill  the  difcriiTiination  of  things  depcjiding  upon 
iht\x  peculiar  properties.  So  that  whenever  the 
properties  differ,  we  fay  that  there  is  a  corre- 
fponding  difference  in  the  things^  beings^  or  fub- 
fianees  themfelves.  Confequently,  if  the  Father, 
Son,  and  Spirit  differ  in  any  refpect^  fo  as  to  have 
difirent  properties,  either  in  relation  to  themfelves, 
or  to  other  beings,  we  mud,  according  to  the 
analogy  of  all  language,  fay  that  they  arc  tbne 
difertnt  beings^  or  fubjlances. 

Suppofing  again,  that  there  is  what  you  call 
^^  identity  of  attributes  in  each  of  them,  fo  that, 
being  conlidered  one  after  the  other,  no  difference 
could  be  perceived  even  in  idea,  as  may  be  lup- 
pofed  to  be  the  cafe  o( three  men^  who  (hould  per- 
fccHy  refemble  one  another  in  ail  external  and 
internal  properties ;    and  I'uppofing,  moreover, 
that  there  fhould  be  a  perfeft  coincidence  in  all 
their  thoughts  and  actions ;  though  there  might 
be  a  perfecft  harmony  among  them,  and  this  might 
be  called  unity y  they  would  ftill  be  nunierieally 
three.     Confequently,  though  the  Father,  Son, 
and  Spirit  had  no  real  differences,  but  as  you  fay, 
p.  145.  they  had   "  the  moft  perfect  identity  of 
*•  nature,    the  mofl   entire   unity  of   will,  and 
"  confent  of  intellect,  and  an  inceffant  co-opera- 
tion 
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■ 

•*  tion  ia  the  exertion  of  common  powers^  •^j 

•«  common  purpofe/'"  yet  would  they, 

to  the  analogy  of  language,  not  be  Mr-Gf4 

ibree  Gods;   or,  which  is  the  fame  tiring, 

would  be  tbree  beings^  with  equal  divine 

juft  as  the  three  men  woukl  be  three  beings  vitk 

equal  human  natures » 

• 

Had  you  nevcf  heard  of  the  Psnmeidiis^'  1 
ihoukl  have  had  fonde  hopes  of  your  underfiand-* 
ing  thefe  modem  tueiapbjfies.  But  though  I  fup* 
pofe  I  have  left  you  far  behind  (perhaps  gone  ts 
look  into  Plato,  to  fee  what  he  fays  on  the  fub- 
jeft)  I  Ihall  proceed  without  you,  and  give  the 
modern  reader  my  opinion  with  refpeft  to  the 
proper  and  only  intelligible  ufe  of  the  word 
per/on. 

The  term  ieing^  as  I  have  obferved,  may  bc 
predicated  of  every  thing,  without  diftinftion; 
but  the  term  per/on  is  limited  to  intelUgent  beit^s. 
Three  men,  therefore,  are  not  only  three  beings, 
but  likewife  three  perfons;  the  former  is  die 
genusy  and  the  latter  the /pedis.  But  a  ferfgn  is 
not  lefs  a  being  on  this  account;  for  each  man 
may  be  faid  to  be  a  beifigy  as  well  as  a  perfen. 
Confequcntly,  though  the  word  per/on  bc  pro- 
perly applied  to  each  of  the  three  component 
parts  of  your  trinity,  yet  as  per/on  is  a  Ipecics, 
comprehended  under  the  genus  beings  they  muft 
be  three  beings,  as  well  as  ibree  perfons. 

While 
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I  ■  YThile  you,  Sirj  are  either  absent,  or  wonder* 
Ling  at  thefe  xtveitiesy  I  proceed  to  obferve,  that 
^the  term  Gad  is  a  fubdivifioa  under  the  term^- 
fott  becaule  we  dcBne  Ged,  to  be  an  iutelUgent  be- 
ii^pgfeffedo/aUf^ffiiltptrftffims.  Confequently, 
if  the  Father,  Sod*  and  Spirit,  be  each  of  them, 
pofleded  of  all  polTible  petfc£Uons,  which  you  do 
not  deny,  they  are  each  of  them  a  per/oKf  each  of 
th^m  a  ieing,  and  each  of  them  a  Gedi  and  what 
is  this  but  making  three  Gods.  Avoid  this  con- 
cluCon  from  thefe  principles,  or  alfume  other 
miociplcs  more  juft  and  natural,  if  you  can. 

Thefe,  Sir,  if  }'o\i  be  within  hearing  at  all)  are 
fuch  metaphylics  as  you  might  have  learned  from 
Mr.  Lock,  if  you  had  not  been,  unfortunately 
for  yourfelf  and  your  flock,  poring  fo  long  over 
the  Parmenides.  You  will  probably  objeA  to 
my  definition  of  the  word  per/on,  as  applied  to 
the  doftrine  of  the  trinity  ;  but  if  you  give  any 
other  definition,  I  will  venture  to  alTert,  that  you 
might  as  well  fay,  that  the  Father,  Son,  and 
Spirit,  are  three  jlbracadakra^^  as  three  perfcm. 
They  will  be  equally  words  without  meaning. 

Athanafius,  and  many  of  the  ancient  Fathers, 
after  the  council  of  Nice,  became  abfolute  tri- 
theifts  on  this  principle,  believing  that  the  Fa- 
ther, Son,  and  Spirit  are  no  otherwife  tnt,  than 
as  three  particular  men  may  be  confidered  as  one. 
Athanafius,  confidering  this  very  difficulty,  fays, 
"  fmce  the  Father  is  called  God,  the  Son  God, 
"and 
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"  and  the  Holy  Spirit  God,  how  is  it  that  there  art, 
"  not  three  Gods  ?"  he  anfwers,  "  becaufe  whert 
•*  there  is  a  common  nature,  the  name  of  the  dig- 
"  nity  is  likewifc  common*."'  And  he  illuftrato 
this,  by  God*s  calling  the  whole  human  race  bf 
the  name  o(nian,  in  the  lingular  number,  and  by 
Mofes's  fpeaking  of  the  borfe  and  the  borfemM 
being  drowned  in  the  Red  Sea,  when  in  faft,  j 
great  numbers  of  each  fort  were  intended.  "  If 
•*  this,"  fays  he,  "  be  the  cafe  with  refpeft  to 
"  nien,  who  differ  fo  much  as  they  do  from  cadi 
'^  other,  fo  that  all  men  may  be  called  one  mA 
"  much  more  may  we  call  the  trinity  one  Gda, 
when  their  dignity  is  undivided,  they  have  one 
kingdom,  one  power,  will,  and  energy,  which  ; 
"  diftinguifh^s  the  trinity  from  created  things-f.** 

I  am  far  from  faying  that  Athanafius  is  con- 
fident with  himfelf  in  this  account  of  the  unity  of 
the  three  pcrfons  in  the  trinity  ;  for  he  elfewhcrc 
fivs  chat  there  is  ofteGod^  becaufe  there  is  one  un* 

m 

begotten  Faiber,  the  fole  fountain  x)f  deity,  &c.  but 
ttiis  rcprcrcntation  occurs  in  many  of  the  Fathcrs> 
and  in  my  larger  hiftory  I  (hall  Ihcw  to  what  a 
variety  of  other  miferablc  fubterfuges  the  ortho- 

*  K/i  vof  ^ua-t  Syyaltu  \iyi^u4   a  ^ojnp  •3e^»  ly  o  vti^ 

xotiA  TATnf  ^vffiM^,  xof'or  i^  oyo'AA  tik  ci^tAf.     Dc  CoiD' 
mani  b.ri'entia,  Opera»  vol.  I.  p.  213. 

f    ^lA  TO  KOiVOP  TMf  QVfft»f    *9AffdL  If  OlKVUf I'M  fi<  ttV^fiTW^ 

frrt  A-r-yc.  ■^:3;.     Ibid.  p.  214. 

^  doi^ 
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X  were  driven  to  maintain  the  unity  of  their 
nity. 

In  the  dialogue  againll  the  Macedonians, 
rritten  after  the  age  of  Athanafius^  the  orthodox 
pcaker  is  reprefented  as  faying,  *'  as  Paul»  Peter» 
'  and  Timothy,  are  of  one  nature,  and  three  hy- 

*  poftafes ;  fo  I  fay,  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
^Spirit,  are  three  hypoftafcs,  and  one  nature*." 

You  fay,  p.  5.  "  The  opinion  of  three  perfons 
'' in  the  godhead,  unrelated  to  each  other,  and 

*  diftinft  in  all  refpefbs,  is  rank  tritheifm ;  be- 
'.caufe  what  are  unrelated,  and  diilinft  in  all  re« 
'fpcfts,  are  many  in  all  refpedts;  and  being 
'  many  in  all  refpecls,  cannot  in  any  refpeft  be 
^  one."  But  no  relatiBn^  let  it  be  ever  fo  inti- 
>ttr,  can  remove  their  numerical  difference.  Lee 
^Utcnten  be  conne£ted  in  any  manner  that  you  can 
Imagine,  they  can  only  be  one^  as  partaking  of 
defame  nature^  and  therefore,  though  they  re- 
smble  one  another  ever  fo  much,  they  can  only 
^  faid  to  ht  Jimilar  in  all  refpe£is  -,  but  dill  they 
i'ill  be  numerically  three.  In  like  manner,  fup- 
>ofc  any  relations  you  pleafe,  known  or  un- 
known, between  the  three  perlbns  to  whom  the 
•ide  of  God  equally  belongs,  they  will  no  more 
'^e  0nt  God^  than  three  related  men  can  make 

^Hit  WTorictf'ii^  ^>«><v,  3^  ^icif  9vtf-/x.    OpcrSi  vol  II.  p.  869. 

one 
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one  man»  but  muft  be  numerically  ibra  GoisJ^^ 
Councils  and  fynods,  kings  and  houfcs  of  pariia* 
mcnc,  may  decree  that  three  are  one^  and  archdca- 
cons  may'  defend  the  doctrine,  but  miracles  can- 
not prove  it.  As  you  and  your  friends  fay  with 
rcfpeft  to  fome  late  proceedings  in  the  Royii 
Society,  "  l!wo  and  two  ever  will  htfaur^  and  the 
*^  three  angles  of  a  triangle  will  be  equal  to  two 
"  right  angles/' 

But  I  find  it  is  in  vain  to  appeal  to  reafon,  or 
even  to  the  fcriptures.  Your  do6lrine  of  the  tri- 
nity was  not  derived  from  reafon,  or  the  fcrip- 
tures, but  from  Plato.  *'  I  then  fct  myfclf," 
\ou  fay,  p.  163.  ^*  to  confidcr  whether  I  knew 
•'  enough  ot  the  divine  umtjy  to  pronounce  the 
«*  trinity  an  nify'tfigement  of  it.  Upon  this  point, 
**  the  Plaionills,  whofe  acquaintance  I  now  bc- 
"  san  to  culiivatc>  Ibon  brought  me  to  a  right 
«  mind/' 

They  did  the  fame  good  office  for  Aultin  be- 
fore you,  and  I  fear  they  are  ftill  doing  the  fame 
for  others,  notwithftanding  the  cautions  given  us 
in  the  fcriptures  againft  the  mixture  of  vain  and 
abfurd  philofophy  witii  chriftianity.  You  kindly 
advife  me  to  take  the  fame  courfe,  "  If,*'  you 
fay,  p.  14:,  "  you  imagine  that  the  abfolute 
•^  unity  of"  the  divine  fubftance  is  more  eafily  to 
"  be  explained  than  the  trinity,  let  me  entreat 
"  you  Sir,  to  read  the  Parmenides,  It  is,  indeed, 
"  in  Plato's  fcliool,  if  any  where,  that  a  man's 

"  eyes 
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eyes  are  likely  to  be  opened  to  his  own  igno* 
nmce."  But,  Sir,  what  muft  they  do  who  can- 
It  read  the  Parmenides  ?  I  fuppofe  they  muft 
p  without  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  and  like  ^ 
k  lower  order  of  chriftians  in  the  time  of  Ori- 
gtti,  be  content  with  the  corporeal  gofpcl^  the 
ihin  doctrine  of  Jefus  Chrifi,  and  bim  crucified. 
)at  with  this  the  apoftle  Paul  was  contented,  and 
bamL 

I  have,  however,  read  the  Parmenides^  and 
dkiQgh  I  expert  you  will  exult  over  me  as  ufual, 
offifig  me,  p.  15.  tf  child  in  platonifmy  and  fay, 
due  '<  /  cannoi  apprehend  a  platonic  notion  when 
**it  is  clearly  fet  before  me^^  p.  1 24,  I  have  no 
icniple  to  declare,  that  I  was  not  able  to  get  one 
Btf  of  good  fenfe  from  the  whole  of  it;  I  fhould 
wen  think  the  extrafting  of  fun- beams  from 
cucumbers  the  more  hopeful  projeft  of  the 
two.  And  fo  far  am  I  from  advifing  the  read- 
ing of  it  for  any  ufcful  purpofe,  that  I  fhould 
TUhcr  fay,  if  a  man  perceives  any  incipient 
^dinefs  in  his  head,  and  wifhes  to  have  the 
ittle  underftanding  that  he  has  left  utterly  con- 
ouoded,  let  him  read  the  Parmenides  *.     I  fhall 

*  AnoDg  other  mvfterits^  as  Mr.  SydenTiam  call  theniy  of 
^Parmenides,  Plato,  after  (hewing  that  Uttiem/s  cannot  be- 
^K  ritber  to  the  *wbcU  or  the  part  of  any  thing,  concludes, 
•■t  **  nothing  is  //////  hut  linitne/s  itfelfy*  »/«  t/  «ri  trutK^or 
^^  ttulnf  Tiif  fffJLtKfoltf]'^.  It  would  be  no  bad  parody  on  this 
^  fiky»  Nothing  is  nonfenfical  but  nonfenie  itfelf ;  and  thit 
^ftnfe  (if  it  can  cxift  in  the  abftraA)  b  in  the  Parmenides/ 

L  iay 
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fay  the  fame  with  refpefk  to  almoft  all  the 
phyfics  of  the  ancients  ;  and  it  is  very  pofBUe 
I  may  have  given  as  much  attention  to  thefe  cl 
as  you  have  done,  though  I  have  not  been  fo  ofien-l 
tatious  of  it.     Any  perfon  fmce  the  time  of  Mn 
Locke,  may  fay  this  of  all  the  ancients  without 
much  arrogance.    So  far,  however,  I  agree  witfc 
you,  that  the  (ludy  of  the  Parmenides  may  do  VC17 
well  by  way  of  preparation  for  that  of  the  dofiriflC 
of  the  trinity*. 

III. 

Perhaps  the  moft  extraordinary  part  of  yoor 
whole  performance,  is  what  you  fay  of  the  mjfii" 
rioufnefs  of  the  doStrine  of  the  divine  unity y  and  of 
the  unitarians  having  nothing  to  plead  for  thcm- 
felves  but  finglc  texts  of  fcripture,  interpreted  in  a 
figurative  manner.     "  If  the  word*'  (fpokcn  of  by 
John)  you  fay,  p.  138,  "  be  the  divine  attribute 
•*  wifdomy  then  that  attribute,  in  the  degree  which 
•*  was  equal  to  the  formation  of  the  univerfe,  in  this 
?*  view  of  the  fcripture  doftrine,  was  conveyed  en- 
^*tire  into  the  mind  of  a  mere  man,  thcfonofa 
*'  Jewifli  carpenter.     A  much  greater  difficulty,  in 
^*  my  apprehenfion,  than  any  that  is  to  be  found  in 
"  the  catholic  faith." 

*  If  Plato^s  fcbool  has  this  talifmanic  power  of  opimttga  m^j 
iyts  to  his  <nvn  ignoranti,  1  would  advife  Dr.  Horiley  to  cofi^' 
nue  in  it  awhile  longer;  for  this  is  a  branch  of  fcience  in  wbic^ 
he  has  yet  fomething  to  learn.  Nor  will  it  be  amifs  if  lie  vif^ 
hisgooJ  and  able  ally  along  with  him;  though,  as  it  will  Idk^ 
his  prefumption,  it  may  hurt  him  as  a  Rrviewir^  whichi  d^ 
doubtj  ought  to  be  con/idered. 

o  In 
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eading  this,  an  J  other  paflages  in  your  Letters^ 
loc  help  admiring  your  talent  of  leflfcning  the 
ilties  of  your  own  fcheme,  and  magnifying 
of  others.  If  you  ufe  the  fame  telclcope,  you 
ily  turn  different  ends  to  different  objedls. 

y.  Sir,  what  Socinian  ever  maintained  that 
divine  attribute  wifdom,  in  the  degree  which 
I  equal  to  the  formation  of  the  univerfe,  was 
veyed  entire  into  the  mind  of  Jefus  Chrift  ?** 
we  believe,  and  all  that  is  required  by  bur  in- 
tarion  oiiht  logos  (as  meaning  the  divme  attri- 
voifdoni)  is,  that  TLpartion  only  of  the  fame  wif- 
hat  formed  the  univerfe,  was  communicated  to  ! 
,  a  portion  fufficient  to  enable  him  to  do  what 
tually  did,  and  to  fay  what  he  aftually  faid, 
k)cinians  do  not  believe  that  Chrifi:  made  the 
"ie,  or  diat  he  was  any  way  inltrumental  in 

igic- 

r  my  own  part,  I  never  before  heard  of,  or 
ited,  any  difficulty  in  God's  making  man  the 
ment,  by  which  to  do  what  man  alone  could 
5.  Did  not  God  fuggeft  to  Mofcs  what  he 
not  have  delivered  of  himfelf  ?  In  many  of 
piracies  which  attended  the  releafe  of  the 
ites  from  Egyptian  bondage,  and  their  paffage 
gh  the  wildernefs,  Mofes  was  the  immediate, 
::nfible  agent,  but  the  power  was  of  God  ;  and 
is  was  no  proper  infufing  of  the  divine  power 
s4ofcs.     The  power  was  ftill  the  incommuni- 
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rr«~ac   Being.      Accord- 1 
_  -:  "as  not  bi/nfdf,  but  tl 
z  :>\  him,  th.it  v..:  i?ie 

..;  of  the  apoftk;,  :rjt  '■ 

Z':  than  he  himlcli  :.ii 

.   Vw';  cupht  to  curc.u^:, 

::"wirj.o;i  and  power  ttcr' 

.  rrin-ii  of  the  apoftlw.  or 

.JilUpcrior  tu  Chrill:.     ^"!i 

.fz  ha-tlly  paiii-nce  to  refuw. 

..  ,'c  ferious  in  faying  thutib 

■  .T  I'tlitnae  \b  cqiu!  tu  th.it  oi 

;  :n  the  Ath.iiuliaii  tr:ni:..ct 

.wJOiint  of  the  P,j[onic  triniiv. 

■■;■-  cxrrjordinary  part  of  yout 
-.   rivjii.j^hr  to  be  the  tollowir^. 

.  ■.::!§  t!i:t  "  niiinv  pafl'igcsiii 
:  "ctitiCttineol  ilie  diviLic  v-y-'^j 

■  'ironjtlt  ir.inner,"  you  d); 

.-,  .'>ir,  t')  proiiiicc  oiu'  of  iW 
:  -■■ic't.ntly,  tii.it  iheri.is  no  fu:ii 

.   ua-id,  "  ihe  i;nitjri.msliinn- 

:  ::i.it  thtir  doL'trine  is  to  be 
■  ;;tLT;iI  llnic-  U  holy  writ.  On 
.  tiiU::  till- [;rt.;u(l  paiiii  ty  CX' 
,  rahiH-ariing." 


rci  ■■;  r  r,;  r.r.y  i:r.it;iri.'.ii 

vc  ki[;),\n  lii.it  liiis  r.-prc- 
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Rtation  is  the  /-everfe  of  the  (z&.  We  unitarians 
nainly  prttend  at  lead,  whether  we  be  able  to 
lOve  it  or  not,  that  the  general  tenor ^  and  plain 
Ural  fenfe  offcripture  is  in  our  favour,  that  they 
t^  only  parlicular  UxfSf  and  thofe  ill-underftood» 
lilt  you  avail  yourfelvcs  of  j  and  we  fay,  that 
bcre  is  no  difficulty  in  interpreting  even  thofe 
5«s  in  pcrfeft  confiftency  with  the  unitarian 
oftrine,  if  the  true  idiom  of  the  language  be 
onfidered. 

You  complain  of  my  not  readings  but  only  hok- 
fihrcugb  authors.  But  furely,  you  cannot  have 
'tn  locked  through  the  very  Letters  of  mine  that 
Hi  are  profcffedly  replying  to.  Let  me  there- 
rt,  bring  again  before  your  view,  a  paragraph 
'  two  in  thofe  letters,  which,  as  far  as  pretenjtofis 
I,  direftly  contradift  your  confident  affertion. 
«  p.  90.  where  you  will  find  as  follows :  "  I 
will  venture  to  fay,  that  for  one  text  in  which 
you  can  pretend  to  find  any  thing  harlh  or 
difficult  to  me,  I  will  engage  to  produce  ten 
that  ihall  create  more  difficulty  to  you.  How 
ftrangely  mull  you  torture  the  plained  lan- 
guage, and  in  which  there  is  not  a  fhadow  of 
figure,  to  interpret  to  your  purpofe,  i  Tim.  ii. 

5.  There  is  one  God,  and  one  mediator  hetweetf 
God  and  man,  the  man  Chriji  Jefus.  i  Cor.  viii. 

6.  To  us  there  is  but  oneGodj  the  Father y  of  whom 
ore  all  things  and  we  in  him^  and  one  Lord  Jefus 
Cbrift,  by  wham  are  all  things,  and  we  by  him  i  or 
that  expreffion  of  our  Saviour  hioifclf,  John 

L  2  xvi. 
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'<  xvii.  2.  That  tb^  might  know  tbee,  the  onhf 
"  God^  and  Jefus  Cbrifi  whom  thou  hafi 
"  Never  upbraid  us  unitarians  with  to 
"  the  fcriptures,  while  you  have  thefe,  and  ah 
<'  dred  other  plain  texts,  to  drain  at,  and  to  beni 
"  to  your  Athanafian  hypothefis  j  befides  maiy  i 
"  general  arguments^  from  reafon  and  the  fcrip-  \ 
"  tures,  of  more  real  force  than  any  particuhr 
"  texts,  to  anfwcr." 

This,  Sir,  was  certainly  anfwering  your  chal-  j 
Icnge  to  produce  one  plain  text  in  favour  of  the  I 
unitarian  dodkrine  before  it  was  thrown  out.  I 
appeal  to  yourfelf  for  the  obvious  fenfeofihc 
paflages  I  have  now  recited ;  and  you  fay,  p.  23. 
"  It  is  a  principle  with  me,  that  the  true  fenfeof 
*'  any  phrafe  in  the  New  Teftament  is  what  may 
'•  be  called  its  (landing  fcnfe,  that  which  will  be 
"  the  firft  to  occur  to  common  people,  of  every 
'*  country,  and  in  every  age*/' 

I  would  alfo  refer  you  to  a  fmall  piece  1  lately 
publifhcd,  entitled  A  general  View  of  the  Argumnti 
for  tbeUnity  ofGod^  and  againft  the  Divinity  andPrt 
exijlence  of  Chriji,  from  Reafon^  from  the  ScriptttriSy 
and  from  Hiflory^  which  you  feem  to  have  feen,  as 
you  refer  to  my  two  penny  pamphlets^  for  this  is 

*  It  is  remarkable,  that  the  orthodox*  even  after  the  coaocil 
of  Nice,  complained  of  the  advantage  which  the  unitarians  bad 
in  appealing  to  the  literal  fenfe  of  the  fcriptures.  «  If,"  fays 
Gregory  NyfTen,  *«  a  man  rells  in  the  bare  letter,  fo  far  be 
<<  judaizes  ia  opinion,  and  has  not  learned  that  a  chriftian  1^ 

•*  not 
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jUd  for  two-pence.  There  you  will  find,  not 
kily  that  Socinians  pretend  to  have  the. clear 
Knfe  of  fcripture  in  their  favour,  but  many  of 
TOofc  paflages,  exprefllvc  of  that  clear  fenfe, 
produced,  I  there  obfervc,  p.  10.  that  "  tht 
••  fcriptures  contain  the  cleareft  and  the  moft  ex- 
'*  prefs  declarations,  that  there  is  but  one  God, 
•*  without  ever  mentioning  any  exception  in  fa- 
"  vour  of  a  trinity,  or  guarding  us  againfl  being 
•*  led  into  any  miftakc  by  fuch  general  and  un- 
"  limited  expreflions."  And  if  this  language, 
as  you  fuppofe,  always  refpe£ted  the  multiplicity 
of  gods  among  the  heathens,  why  is  this  one 
God,  in  the  New  Teftament,  always  called  the 
Father^  and  even  the  God  and  Father  of  our  Lord 
Jefus  Cbrift  ;  and  why  arc  we  no  where  told  that 
this  one  God  is  the/m/;jp,  CQn(\&\n^oi  the  Father, 
the  Sen,  and  the  Holy  Ghoji  f  This,  Sir,  is  the 
language  of  your  litany  only.  The  Bible  ufed  in 

■  DOlthe  dJfdpIeofthelMter,  but  of  therpirit;  Tor  the  letter 
"  killcth,  but  the  fpirit  givech  life."  Ouimr,  tf  4'A*>  -v'fit- 
^trc  7w  yfa/ifi^i,  JCj  Kii}a,  tkTs  to  fitftt  ItJ\ia^ii  rn  yrijun, 
ytTm  vi-rtLiJ'iv'lcu  an  t^i ypa.u.itcc}irc  ki  y(f)Tia.r9' lta.-9K]ti(, 
[»««r{u/*a1©'.  Toya-f  ■yfa.fj./it,  flit«f,  <twt«7^i«(,  Te /» 
wnvf**  (mthii.  Coatra  Eutioiniuiii  Oritioxvi.  Opera, 
/oI.n.  p.  3+1. 

It  is  to  be  obfervei],  that  bj  Ja^axi^g  was  meant  adopt- 
Dg  the  doflrlne  of  tht  fimpU  bumamlj  ef  Cbrifl.  ¥cs  the  an- 
ient Qoitariaai  were  commonly  compticd  bjr  the  orthodox  to 
Ttv/s,  and  the  Arimni  to  GtntiUi,  ai  worlliipper  of /w*  GtJt,  the 
Lrian  lojos  not  beiog  of  the  fame  fubfiance  with  the  Father  ; 
od  tberefare  a  maker  of  the  world,  w  a  God,  quite  diflinfl 
rombim. 

L4  our 
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our  conveiiticlesy  contsuns  ho  filch  bail|i| 

jargon.  i 

I  would  alfo  recommend  to  your  pcrufid 
other  pamphlet  of  mine,  called  ^n  Appiol  a 
firicus  and  candid  Profejfors  of  Qnifiianiiy^  of  wl 
more  than  ten  thoufand  haye  been  fold  fo 
penny  eachs  and  of  this  I  have  lately  publil 
a  new  edition,  and  have  annexed  to  it  the 
markable  Trial  of  Mr.  Elwall^  of  Wolvcrhar 
.ton,  in  this  neighbbu^ood;  for  his  publican 
in  defence  of  the  Socinian  dodrine.  Thefefa 
publications  of  mine  have,  I*  truft,  done  mi 
good,  though  you  will  call  it  much  mifchicf 
this  country  \  and  I  rejoice  in  perceiving  the 
creafe  of  this  good,  or  this  mifchief,  every  ^ 
and  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  fuccefsful  fprcad 
religious  truth  by  means  of  thefe  publicatic 
notwithftanding  all  you  can  do  to  countei 
them,  as  you  boaft,  by  means  of  the  Monl 

Hcvicw. 

IV. 

In  one  thing  I  am  glad  to  find  that  you  an 
entertain  the  fame  opinion,  which  is  that  tli 
is  no  medium  between  admitting  the  fimple  \ 
inanity  of  Chrift-^  and  that  he  is  properly  G 
^'  Having  once  admitted,*'  you  fay  p,  162.  " 
'^  pre-exiftence  in  an  exalted  date,  I  faw  the 
"  ceflity  of  placing  him  at  the  head  of  the  a 
*'  tion.     Being  thus  convinced  that  our  L 
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1 

f.  Jefus  Chrift  is  indeed  the  maker  of  all  things, 
il  found  that  I  could  not  reft  fatisiied  with 
Ptbe  notion  of  a  maker  of  the  univerfs^  not 
P  God.  I  faw  that  all  the  extravagancies  of  the 
'•Gnoftics  hung  upon   that  one  princple,  and  I 

*  could  have  little  opinion  of  the  truth  of  a  principle, 
•*  which  fccmcd  fo  big  withmifcnicf." 

You  alfo  obferve,  very  juftly,  p.  137.  *^  Can 
*'any  power  or  wifdom  lefs  than  the  fuprcme  be  a 

*  fufficient  ground  for  the  truft  we  are  required  to 
"  place  in  providence  ?  Make  the  wifdom  and 
'^  the  power  of  our  ruler  what  you  pleafe^  lUll^  upon 
^'the  Arian  principle,  it  is  the  wifdom  and  the 
"  power  of  a  creature.  Where  then  will  be  the 
"  certainty  that  the  evil  which  we  find  in  the  world 
"has  not  crept  in  through  fome  imperfccfkion  in 
'*  the  original  contrivance,  9r  in  the  prefcnt  manage- 
**menf,  fince  every  intellect  below  the  firft  may 
**  be  liable  to  error,  and  any  power  (hort  of  ihe  fu- 
*'  prcme  may  be  inadequate  to  j)urpofes  of  a  cer- 
"  tain  magnitude  ?  But  if  evi!  may  have  crept  in 
**  thus,  what  affurance  can  we  have  that  it  will  ever 
*'  be  extirpated  ?'' 

But  if  there  be  no  proper  medium  between  the 
Athanafian  and  the  Socinian  fcheme,  which  I  readily 
^rimit,  I  alfo  maintain  that  there  is  no  medium  at 
^1  between  the  Socinian  do6trine  and  an  abfolute 
coQtradidion,  for  fuch  Athanafianifm  is ;  fo  that 
^here  is  no  refource  but  in.  the  Socinian  doctrine, 
<^pofe  it  as  much  as  you  will. 

I  am,  &c. 


Cf  Pnjtr  /•  Cbrifi, 

Ret.  Sitt 
TJAVING  got  ftor  ttrfem,  all  of  d 
^^  poflcHed  of  alt  dij^ne  perfeftions,  tU 
chein  hftving  intercoarfe  with  mankind,  andc 
fdiu'ehtl;  all  of  them  naturally  ^t8t  offr^^ 
do  not  wonder  that  you  appear  to  be  a  Uttle  ( 
bairalTed  in  your  ideas  of  what  is  proper  tc 
done  with  refpeA  to  .each  of  them,  individu 
confidcred.  "  That  the  Father,"  you  fay, 
103.  *'  is  tf  proper  objcdt  of  prayer,  God  foi 
"  that  I  fliouid  ever  not  acknowledge.  Thai 
•*  is  the  proper  objcft,  in  the  fenfe  in  which  ■ 
*'  feem  to  make  the  aficrtion,  in  prejudice : 
"  cxclufion  of  the  other  perfons,  God  forbid  t 
"  I  Ihould  ever  concede.  I  deny  not  that  ther 
"  an  honour  perfonally  due  to  him  as  the  Fati 
**  There  is  alfo  an  honour  perfonally  due  to 
"  Son,  as  the  Son,  and  to  the  Spirit  as  the  Sp: 
"  but  our  knowledge  of  the  perfonal  diftinftl 
•*  is  fo  obfcure,  in  comparifon  of  our  apprcli 
"  fion  of  the  general  attributes  of  the  godhi 
"  that  it  Ihould  feem  that  the  divinity  (th 
**  5fior)  is  rather  to  be  generally  worfliippo 
"  the  three  perfons  jointly,  and  indifferen 


.,.'**'' 
'i'\' 
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^  than  that  any  diftin£t  honours  are  to  be  offered 
to  each  feparately.  Prayer,  however,  for 
fucccur  againft  external  pcrfccution,  feems 
addreflfed  with  particular  propriety  to  the  Son." 

Now,  Sir,  as  this  is  a  thing  that  relates  to 
frdffice,  I  Ihould  have  imagined  that,  if  each  of 
the  three  perfons  had  been  to  be  addreflfed  fepa- 
rately, we  ihould  have  been  diftindtly  informed 
concerning  the  circumftances  in  which  we  were  to 
pniy  to  one  of  them,  and  not  to  the  others  5  con- 
fidering  how  difficult  it  muft  be,  from  the  nature 
of  the  thing,  for  mere  men  to  diflinguilh  the  fc- 
parate  rights  of  tbree  divim  perfons.      That  you 
yourfelf  have  made  fome  miftake  in  this  bufinefs, 
will  not,  I  think,  be  difficult  to  Ihew.   In  order  to 
this,  let  us  confider  how  yoxn  fuppqfition  or  theory^ 
corrcfponds  to  the  fall.      For  if  it  be  not  fup- 
ported  by  correfponding  fafts,  how  ingenious,  or 
probable,  foever  it  may  feem  to  be,  a  priori^  it 
Wuft  fill  to  the  ground.      You  will  agree  with 
^e,  I  imagine,  that  the  apoftles  and  primitive 
chriftians  knew  whether  the  Father  or  the  Son 
^as  the  more  proper  objeft  of  prayer  in  the  time 
of  pcrfecution.      Let  us  fee  then  both  what  di- 
^eSions  they  gave,  and  alfo  what  they  themfelves 
aidually  did  in  this  cafe. 

The  apoftle  James,  writing  to  chriftians  in  a 
ftate  of  pcrfecution,  fays,  ch.  i.  2,  &c.  My  brethren 
tount  it  all  joy  when  ye  fall  info  divtrs  temptations^  or 

trials, 
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trials,  &c.  Ifa^iy  of  ycu  lack  wifd^m^  let  him 
of  God.  You  will  hardly  fay  that  in  this  he 
vifes  them  to  apply  to  Cbrift^  or  to  the  trinity^  ft 
dircftion  in  thcie  circumftancts.  If  you  do, 
will  venture  to  affcrt,  that  your  hypothefis  has  no 
countenance  either  in  the  fcripturcs,  or  in  lUf 
chriiHan  writer  before  the  council  of  Nice.  For 
they  ?\\  underftood  the  Father  alone  to  be  intended 
whenever  mention  is  made  of  God  abfolutely. 

Peter,  writing  to  chriftians  in  the  fame  finiap 
lion,  fays,  xPet  iv.  19.  wherefore  let  them  that  jtf- 
fet  according  to  the  will  of  God  commit  the  keefiif 
of  their  fouls  to  him  in  well  doing,  as  unto  a  faithful 
creator.  This  is  certainly  meant  of  God  the 
Father ;  but  more  evidently  muft  we  fo  interpret, 
1  Pet.  v.  10.  The  God  of  all  grace,  who  has  calki 
us  into  his  eternal  glory  hy  Chrift  Jefus,  after  that  ji 
have  fnffi  red  a  while,  make  you  perfeS,  eJlabUjh^ 
Jtren;^then,  fettle  you.  I  do  not  find  here,  or  any 
where  elfe  in  the  fcriptures,  any  diredtion  to  pniy 
to  Chrift  in  time  of  perfecucion^  or  indeed,  ia 
any  other  circumftances. 

Let  us  now  attend  to  fome  particulars  in  the 
bijiory  of  the  apoftles.  When  Herod  had  put  i^ 
death  James,  the  brother  of  John,  and  imprifoned 
Peter,  we  read.  Acts  xii.  5.  that  prayer  ^'^ 
made  vjitbout  ceafing  of  the  church  to  God,  not  to 
Chrift,  for  him.  When  Paul  and  Silas  were 
in  prilbn  at  Philippi,  we  read,  Afts  xvi,  25.  th^^ 

then 
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KT AV  fraifes  to  Gody  not  to  Chrift.  And  when 
nil  was  warned  of  what  would  befal  hinn  if  he 
pent  to  Jcrufalcm,  A6ts  xxi.  14.  he  faid,  the  will 
tfibe  Lord  be  done.  This,  you  muft  fuppofe,  was 
meant  of  God  the  Father^  becaufc  Chrift  himfelf 
•fed  the  fame  language  in  this  fenfe,  when,  in 
praying  to  the  Father,  he  faid.  Not  mj  laill  but 
Mm  be  done. 

Thcfc,  you  may  perhaps  fay,  arc  only  incident- 
til  tircumftnncesy  on  which  no  great  ftrefs  is  to  be 
Itid.    But  in  Afts  vi.  24.  &c.  we  have  a  prayer 
rf  feme  length  addreflcd  to  God  the  JPather,  at 
the  very  beginning  of  the  perfccution  of  chrif- 
Dans,  when  Peter  and  John  had  been  examined 
^ore  the  high  prieft,  and  his  court,  and  hJid 
J^ccn  threatened  by  them.    As  1  fufpeft  tliat  you 
I'Jay  not  have  given  much  attention  to  the  tenor 
^'n.  I  (hall  recite  the  whole,  which  is  as  follows: 
'  And  when  they  heard  that,  they  lifted  up  their 
^  Voice  to  God,  with  one  accord,  and  faid.  Lord, 
thou  art  God,  who  haft  made  heaven  and  earth, 
and  the  fea,  and  all  that  in  them  is ;  who  by 
the  mouth  of  thy  fervant  David,  haft  faid,  IVby 
did  the  beatben  rage  and  tbe  people  imagine  vain 
tbings,  Tbe  kings  of  tbe  eartb  Jiood  up^  and  tbe 
rulers  were  gatbered  togetber,  againjl  tbe  Lord, 
and  againjl  bis  Chrift.   For  of  a  truth  againft  thy 
holy  child"  (or  fervant)  **  Jefus  whom  thou  haft 
anointed,  both  Herod  and  Pontius  Pilate,  with 
'  the  Gentiles,  and  the  people  of  Ifrael,  were 
^  gathered  together,  for  to  do  whatfoever  thy 

"  hand 
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"  hand  and  thy  counfel  determined  before  l 
"  ddfti'.  And  no\v  Lord  behold  their  i 
*'  nings,  and  grant  Onto  thy  fervants,  that  v 
"  all  boldnels  they  may  fpeak  thy  word. 
"  ilrctching  fortii  thy  hand  to  heal  j  and  tlwi 
"  Ti^Hj  and  wonders  may  be  done  by  the  name 
"  of  thy  holy  child"  (or  fcrvant)  "  Jefus." 

We  li<ive  row  examined  fome  particulars  both 
o(  the  infiru^ioKs,  and  the  gxamplts  of  {cript^iie, 
with  regard  to  the  proper  objeft  of  prayer  in 
rime  of  perfecution  j  from  which  it  appears,  that, 
even  in  this  cafe,  we  have  no  authority  to  pray  to 
my  oi\\cr  tlinn  tiiat  one  Cud,  to  whom  Chr:'! 
himfclf  pr;iycd  in  his  affliction-,  and  if  we  be  not 
authorized  to  pray  to  Clirift  in  time  of  perfecu- 
tion, there  is,  by  your  own  acknowledgment, 
lefs  propriety  in  praying  to  him  on  any  other 
occafion. 

As  you  profofs  a  great  regard  for-thofe  who  art 
callal  apojieiical  Falhen,  let  us  attend  to  the 
prayer  of  Polycaip,  when  he  was  tied  to  the 
ll:ik.e,  ready  to  be  burned  alive.  Now  this  prayer 
which  is  a  pretty  remarkable  one,  is  addreffedto 
God  the  Father,  and  not  to  Chrifti  fo  that  tlus 
difciplc  of  the  apoftle  John,  did  not  think  the 
example  of  Stephen  any  precedent  for  him.  The 
prayer  begins  as  follows;  "  O  Lord,  God  A.- 
"  mighty,  the  Father  of  thy  well-beloved  antl 
*•  blefl'ed  Son  Jefus  Chrill,  by  whom  we  have  re- 
"  tcived  the  koowledge  of  ihee,  the  God  o» 
angeis 
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jUngeb  and  powers^  and  of  every  creature,  and 
■b^ecially  of  the  whole  race  of  juft  men^"  &:c. 

You  fee  then.  Sir,  how  greatly  you  have  been 
ittfled  by  joui  fptiulative  theology^  by  your  atten- 
tion to  particular  texts,  (ingle  incidents,  and 
snaginary  proprieties ^  without  attending  to  the 
general  tenor  of  fcripture,  the  plain  direftions 
that  are  there  given  for  our  condu6t,  and  the 
conftant  practice  of  the  apoftles,  which  fupply  the 
bcft  interpretation  of  their  do&rine.  To  con- 
chide,  as  you  have  done,  from  the  (ingle  cafe  of 
Stephen,  that  all  chriftians  are  authorifed  to  pray 
to  Chrift,  is  like  concluding  that  all  matter  has  a 
tendency  to  go  upwards,  becaufe  a  needle  will 
io  fo,  when  a  magnet  is  held  over  it.  When 
^u  (hall  be  in  the  fame  circumftances  with  Ste- 
phen, having  your  mind  ftrongly  impreflfed  with 
avifion  of  Chrift  fitting  at  the  right-hand  of 
Godt  you  may  then,  perhaps,  be  authorifed  to 
>ddrefs  yourfelf  to  him  as  he  did ;  but  the  whole 
ttnor  of  the  fcriptures  proves  that,  otherwi(e, 
you  have  no  authority  at  all  for  any  fuch  pradice, 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER        XV. 

0}  the  Unitarian  Principles  "ivitb  reJ^eSl  to  Mat^ 

metanifm  and  Infidelity. 

Rlv.  Sir, 

"IJIZE  are  not,  I  hope,  to  judge  of  your  acquaint- 
ance with  the  opinions  of  the  ancients, 
(which  we  have  dignified  with  the  name  of  lanh 
ing)  by  the  correftnefs  with  which  you  ftatc  the 
opinions  of  the  moderns,  even  thofe  which 
you  undertake  to  controvert,  and  therefore 
ought  to  have  lludied.  Here,  Sir,  you  certainly 
have  no  choice  but  of  the  groffeft  igncranccy^ni 
confcquently  prefumptioiii  or  the  moft  perverfe 
aod  wilful  of  all  mifrcprefentations.  Your  ig- 
norance of  tlic  ftarc  of  the  diffenters,  of  which  a 
fufiicieitr  f[jetinicn  has  been  given,  fhews  that  you 
are  far  from  being  at  home  even  in  your  own 
country,  but  the  account  you  give  in  your  fix- 
te^fnth  kttcr,  of  the  principles  of  the  unitarians, 
and  the  rehition  they  bear  to  thofe  of  unbclievers> 
13  fuch  as  can  hardly  be  accounted  for  from 
mere  ignorance.  I  fear  it  has  a  worfe  origin.  I 
hope  I  (hall  not  be  thought  uncandid ;  but  I  can- 
not  put  any  favourable  conftruclion  upon  your 
mfinUAtions  on  this  fubjcft. 

You 
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lYou  fayi  p.  151.  *^  the  whole  difference  be- 

krcen  you  and  them"  (that  is,  between  the 

Karians  and  Mahometans)   **  feems  very  in* 

Honfiderable.     The  triie  muilulman  believes 

'  as  muchj  or  rather  more,  of  Chrift  than  the 

unitarian  requires  to  be  believed ;  and  though 

the  unitarians  have  not  yet  recognized  the 

divine  miflion  of  Mahomet,   there  is  good 

ground  to  think  they  will  not  long  ftand  out. 

In  unitarian  writings  of  the  laft  centtiry,  it  is 

allowed  of  Mahomet,  that  he  had  no  other  de- 

iign  than  to  reftore  the  belief  of  the  unity 

'  of  God. Of  his  religion^  that  it  was  not 

meant  for  a  new  religion,  but  for  a  reftitutioq 
'  of  the  true  intent  of  the  chriftian.— — -Of  the 
great  prevalence  of  the  Mahometan  religion, 
'  that  it  has  been  owing  not  to  force  and  the 
*  fword,  but  tb  that  one  truth  contained  in  the 
'  Alcoran,  the  unity  of  God*  With  thefe  friendly 
'  difpofitions  towards  each  other,  it  fhould  feem 
'  that  the  Mahometan  and  unitarian  might  eafily 
^  be  brought  to  agree.'* 

Now  all  thefe  propofitions  which  you  have 
ud  down  as  certain  faHSj  are  fo  highly  impro- 
vable in  themfelves,  that  few  perfons,  perhaps, 
rill  believe  that  you  can  be  ferious  in  advancing 
iiem  I  and  I  (hall  think  myfelf  at  liberty  to  treat 
Imn  as  groundlefs  calumnies,  till  you  fhall  pro- 
Ittcc  fomc  authority  or  evidence  for  them.  For 
!ke  ftate  of  things,  as  they  now  are,  and  which 
^ht  to  be  known'  to  you,  gives  not  the  lead 
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■    '       (I  and  actually  turned  muffulmen  ? 

polTible  thar,  notwithftanding  the  C3 
ing  of  wliich  you  give  us  (a  many 
I  may  be  as  well  acquainted  with. 
writers  of  the  lall:  age  as  you  can  pt 
and  I  have  never  met  with  any  fu 
you  mention  j  and  I  think  if  you  coi 
duced  any  fuch  in  fupport  of  your  ai 
would  not  have  failed  to  do  it. 

You  may  at  any  time  fee  what  I 
the  Mahometan  religion  on  fever 
and  alfo  what  other  unitarians  of  th 
have  advanced  concerning  it.  Do 
my  publications,  or  theirs,  any  thit 
to  the  pretcnfions  of  Mahomet? 
tendency  of  the  unitarian  principj 
proximate  towards  rhofe  of  the  Ma 
might  be  expei^ed  that  they  wouL 
nearer  to  each  other  now  than  the] 
laft  century.    I  Ihall  t-hcrefiire,  unle 
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well  aflcrt  that  all  the  unitarians  in  England 

already  fo  far  Mahometans,  that,  to  your 

tin  knowledge,  they  arc  aftually  circumcifed. 

rcfpcft,  Sir,  can  be  due  to  the  man  who 

^U»  not  fcruplcd  to  have  recourfe  to  thefc  calum- 

for  they  cannot  be  called  by  any  fofter 

ke»  ih  order  to  blacken  his  adverfaries  ?   Aild 

[^Mttt  can  we  think  of  the  cau/e  that  requires  to  be 

fupported  ? 

Your  curious  account  of  "  the  negociation  rc- 

\r  "gularly  opened,"  p.  igi,  "  on  the  port  of  the 

'  ^  Englifh  unitarians  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the 

**  Second,  with  the  ambaflador  of  the  emperor  of 

"  Morocco,"  for  which  you  quote  Dr.  Leflie,  was 

probably  an  invention  of  his,  fimilar  to  thofe  of 

'  yours  in  thefe  Letters,  and  calculated  to  anfwer  a 

;  fimilar  purpofe.     As  it  is  zjiale  bujimfs^  it  may 

^  be  fufficient  to  give  zfiale  anjwer  to  it,  and  there- 

;  fciti  without  examining  into  the  hiftory  of  what 

L  ptffcd  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  I  Ihall 

"  content  myfelf  with  copying  what  Mr.  Emlyn 

ftid  in  anfwer  to  it,  which  is  as  follows : 


"  As  to  your  rarity  of  the  addrefs  to  the  Mo- 
*•  rocco  ambaflador,  1  fee  not  what  it  amounts  to^ 
*•  more  than  a  complaint  of  the  corruption  of 
**thc  chriftian  faith  in  the  article  of  one  God, 
*•  which  the  Mahometans  have  kept  by  confent 
•*  of  all  fides.  Yet  for  as  much  as  I  can  learn 
*'  Aothing  frorp  any  unitarians  of  any  fuch  ad^ 

M  2  "  drefs 
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<^  drefs  from  them,  nor  do  you  produce  any 
<^  fcribers  names,   I  conclude  no  fuch 
**  was  ever  made  by  any  deputed  from 
^'  whatever  any  fingle  perfon  might  do.      I 
**  pofc  you  conclude  from  the  matter  of  it, 
*^  it  muft  be  from  fome  unitarian,  and  pci 
'^  (b;  yet  you  may  remember  that  fo  /ou 
"  eluded  from  the   matter  of  Dr.  Tillodbn^ 
**  fcrmons,  that  they  were  a  Socinian's.'*    Em^ 
lyn's  Work,  vol.  11.  p.  93. 

After  being  reprefcnted  as  having  made  near 
approaches  to  Mahometanifm,  I  cannot  be  fur- 
prized  that  you  fhould  fecm  to  infinuate  that  I 
am  an  unbeliever  in  chriftianity.   For  certainly  I , 
can  be  no  Icfs,  if  what  you  fay,  p.  106*  be  true. 
"  With  your  notion  of  infpiration,  you  arc  at 
"liberty  to  difpute  what  the  ihfpired  apoftks 
"  taught."     Here  is  no  exception  made  withrc- 
fpeft  to  any  thing  that  they  taught,  and  even  j 
what  they  taught  from  infpiration.     I  do  not  j 
perfonally  require  any  acknowledgment  for  thcfc 
grofs  mifreprdentations,  but  the  Public,  whom 
you  have  impofed  upon,  have  a  right  to  demand 
it  of  you. 

Your  endeavour  to  Ihew  the  little  value  of 
chriftianity  en  the  unitarian  principles, .  bcfides 
Ihewing  your  difpofition  to  calumniate,  difcovers 
equal  ignorance  both  of  the  ftate  of  the  world,  and 
of  the  fyftem  of  revelation.     You  talk,  p.  154.  oi 

"  fobcr 
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dcifts^  who  rgeAing  revdation^  acknow- 
however^  the  obligations  of  moralityi 
rlicve  a  providence^  and  a  future  retribution, 
whole  difference  between  them  and  us/' 
fa  make  them  fay,  *'  is  that  we  believe  the 
w\e  things  upon  different  evidence,  you  upon 
die  teftimony  of  a  man,  who  you  fay,  was 
laifed  up  to  preach  thefe  truths;  we  upon  the 
evidence  of  reafon,  which  we  think  a  higher 
evidence  than  any  human  teftimony,"  &c. 

I  wifli.  Sir,  you  would  produce  a  few  of  thefe 
ier  deifts.  I  think  I  am  acquainted  with  as 
iny  unbelievers  as  you  are ;  but  whatever  may 
Lve  been  the  cafe  formerly,  I  know  no  fuch 
Tfons  at  prefent  as  you  dcfcribe ;  i.  e.  unbe- 
nrers  who  have  a  ferious  expectation  of  a  fu« 
It  life.  We  may  fee  from  fad,  that  the  argu- 
ents  from  reafon  alone,  are  unable  to  make  any 
IHng  impreflion  on  the  minds  of  thofe  who  can 
fift  the  much  plainer  evidences  of  chriftianity ; 
hich,  being  of  the  hiftorical  kind,  are  much 
tter  adapted  to  carry  convidion  to  the  mind. 

The  prefent  ftate  of  things  furnirties  an  abun- 
int  proof  that  it  is  by  the  gofpcl  alone,  that  life 
id  immortality  are  fully  brought  to  light.  This 
yes  the  moft  fatisfaftory  of  all  evidence  of  a 
ture  life,  fuch  as  we  fee  can  really  influence  the 
art  and  the  lifcj  fuch  as  can  controul  the 
rongeft  pafTions  of  the  human  brcaft,  and  give 
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nitn  a  mafiHeft  fuperiority  of  mind  to  the  ^ 
Vid  all  the  pieafurcs  and  pains  of  it. 

To  imagine,  as  you  do,  that  the  argiimj 
for  a  future  life  from  rea/oH  alone,  that  is, 
appearances  in  the  common  courfe  of  natun:, 
at  all  comparable  ro  the  evideece  that  rel^ 
ffom  the  gofpel  hiftory,  and  efpecially  from 
death  and  refurreftion  of  Chrift  (a  ma&  like  «r- 
fclves,  and  therefore,  the  moft  proper  pattern  of 
a  future  univcrfal  rcfurreftion)  difcovcrs  ft 
want  of  real  difcernment  and  judgment, 
fuch  ignorance  of  human  nature,  as  1  will  vat* 
ture  to  fay,  arc  no  where  more  confpicuous  tlw 
in  thefe  letters  of  yours. 

Your  reprcfcntaiion  of  the  doflrine  of  «*tr- 
riaiijm  as  favourable  to  alkei/m,  only  fliews  yow 
ignorance  of  che  fyftcm  that  you  wifh  to  expofe 
as  indeed  what  you  dropped  on  the  fubjed  of 
iifcdj,  p.  113.  fiifficiently  (hewed  before.  Butupoi 
this  I  have  faidfo  much  (more  I  fuppofe  than  you 
will  ever  t^kc  the  trouble  to  read)  in  my  Lttim 
to  a  Pbilefopbicttl  Unkelievert  that  I  Jhall  not  reply 
to  fuch  trice  and  idle  rcafoning  as  youn  here*       \ 

What  you  fay  on  the  fubjeft  of  the  reJkrrtSim,  \ 
if  it  has  any  weight  at  all,  aSc&$  the  diriftiui 
doftrine,  as  taught  by  St.  Paul.     «•  The  h<^ 
"  which  you  hold  out,"  you  fay,  p.  i  j6  "  <rfi 
*'  rcfurreftion,  he"  (the  unbcUevcr)  **  will  tdl 

« jroo 
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is  no  hope  at  all,  even  admiuing  that.tfitf 
ridcAce  of  the  thing  could,  upon  your  prin- 
ifdcs,  be  indifputable.  The  atoms  which 
mpofe  mi,  your  athcift  will  fay,  may  indeed 
nre  compofed  a  man  before,  and  may  again  j 
-bttC  mi  they  will  never  more  compofe,  when 
'^oncejthe  prefent  mi  is  diflipated.  I  have  no. 
i^flo  rccoUeftion  of  a  former,  and  no  concern 
'  about  a  future  felf." 

This  might  have  been  copied  from  the  writ- 
ngs  of  the  heathen  philofophers  againft  chfiflia- 
lity.  For  if,  as  I  have  already  intimated,  there 
le  any  force  in  the  objection,  it  wiH  operate 
igainft  the  doftrine  of  a  refurre^ion  univerfally 
doofidered*  Bccaafe,  if  the  thing  that  die<^  (and 
■  is  the  body  only  that  is  ever  faid  to  die)  do 
•Ot  rife,  and  conie  to  life  agam,  there  is  no  pro- 
ber selurredtioa  at  all. . 

Whatever  hope  of  a  future  life  you  may  build 
*ithe  Platonic  doftrine  of  a  foul,  it  is,  I  will 
teature  to  fay,  xKiiverfally  abandoned  by  the  phf- 
loibphical  unbelievers  of  the  prefent  age ;  and, 
therefore,  with  refpeA  to  them,  you  can  never 
eftablifii  any  hope  of  a  future  life  at  all  on  any 
other  principles  than  thofe  purely  chrijlian  ona 
•hich  you  endeavour  to  expofe  j  and  whatever 
Acuities  may  attend  the  confideration  of  it, 
Acy  will  all  vaniih,  even  to  the  philofophical 
wind,  before  the  certain  promife  of  that  great 

M  4  being 
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being  who  siade  ut  and  lAl  things.  If  wci 
bdieve  that  be  has  given  us  this  afliii 
can  never  fiippofe  that  he  will  be  at  a 
proper  means  to  accompliih  his  end ;  and 
gofpd  hiftory  be  true,  we  have  this  zSx 
But  from  natural  appearances  we  have  no  eviddl 
whatever  oifany  thing  belonging  to  man  thatxi 
fubfiHi  feel)  and  a£t,  when  the  body  is  ia  d 
grave.  And  what  I  maintain  is,  that  we  on 
depart  from  all  the  known  rules  of  philofopitt 
ing9  before  we  can  conclude  that  any  fucb  diii 
bdongs  to  num. 

From  the  fame  mode  of  reafbning  by  vrhi 

we  can  prove  that  there  is  an  immaterial  prin< 

pie  in  numy  we  may  alfo  prove  that  there  is  fu 

a  principle  not  only  in  a  brute^  or  a  plants  \ 

even  in  a  magmt^  and  the  moil  inanimate  ps 

of  nature.     For  even  the  mod  inanimate  pj 

of  nature  are  poflefled  of  powers^  or  propert 

between  which  and  what  we  fee  and  feel  of  th< 

we  are  not  able  to  perceive  any  connexion  wl 

ever.    There  is  juft  as  much  connexion  htvn 

the  principles  oi  fenfation  and  thought  and 

brain  of  a  man>  as  between  the  powers  of  a  ma{ 

and  the  iron  of  which  it  is  made,  or  between 

principle  of  gravitation  and  the  matter  of  wi 

the  earth  and  the  fun  are  made ;  a|id  whenever 

ihall  be  able  to  deduce  the  powers  of  a  ma^ 

from  the  other  properties  of  iron,  you  may 

haps  be  able  to  deduce  the  powers  of  fenA 
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nd  thought  from'  the  other  properties  of  the 
rain.  But  to  you,  Sir,  the  whole  of  this  fubjeft 
s  abfolutel^  terra  incognita.  I  perceive  no  traces  of 
f  your  being  much  at  home,  as  you  pretend,  in  the 
Greek  language,  but  here  you  are  a  pcrfeft 
ftranger. 

You  are  pleafed  to  fup'ply  unbelievers  with 
objc^ons  to  revelation  on  the  views  that  1  have 
given  of  it  {  but  I  can  produce  numbers  who 
will  tell  you,  that  fuch  chrilHanity  as  yours,  in- 
cluding the  belief  of  three  perfons  in  one  God, 
is  a-  thing  abfolutely  incapable  of  proof,  and  who 
have  aftually  rejciSed  it  on  account  of  this  doc- 
trine, which  they  confider  as  fo  palpable  an  ahftir' 
dity,  and  contradiSlien,  as  not  even  miracles  can 
make  credible, 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER        XVI. 

Of  Bijbop  ButTs  Defence  of  dartmatorj  dmfes.    ' 

Rzv.  Sir, 
T  N  this  Letter  I  fhaU  exhibit  a  curious  iprci- 
men  of  your  peculiar  mode  of  concrQTcrfitl 
writing,  and  the  advantage  you  take  of  the  moft 
trining  overfights  in  your  opponents. 

You  gave  the  higheft  encomiums  to  the  works 
of  Bifhop  Bull,  without  any  quatilicacion  ot 
diftin^ion,  and  recommended  thtm  to  youi 
clergy,  as  an  infallible  guide  in  everything  relat- 
ing to  the  lubjeft  of  our  controverfy.  On  this  I 
laid,  "  As  you  recommend  the  writings  of 
"  Bifhop  Bull  without  exception,  I  prefumc  that 
"  you  approve  of  liis  defence  of  the  damnatory 
*'  claufe  in  the  Athanafian  creed.  Indeed  you 
*'  mentioned  it  among,  his  moit  valuable  works." 
When  I  wrote  this,  I  did  not,  to  be  fure,  look  into 
the  title-page  of  the  book,  in  order  to  copy  the 
very  words  of  it;  but  no  perfon  could  have  any 
doubt  which  of  Bifhop  Bull's  treatifes  I  really 
meant,  as  what  I  faid  fufficiently  charafterizcd 
it.  And  though  he  does  not  mention  the  Atha- 
nafian creed  in  particular.  He  defends  every  thing 
ihat  is  harfh  and   feverc   in   the  treacment  of 
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utanans  by  the  orthodox  in  the  primitiye  timcSy 
id  particularly  the  anathema  annexed  to  the 
ficene  creed. 

On  this  fubjeA,  however»  you  write  as  fol- 
Jows,  p.  165.  "  Sir,  did  you  write  this  in  your 
'^  flcep)  or  is  it  in  a  dream  only  that  I  feem  to 
*'  read  it.  Biihop  Bull's  defence  of  the  damna- 
**  tory  claufe !  From  you.  Sir,  I  have  now  my 
^^  firft  information  that  Biihop  Bull  ever  wrote 
*^  upon  the  fubjedt.*'  Then,  enumerating  the 
titles  of  his  works,  you  add,  p.  167.  <<  In  thefe 
^'  treatifcs  there  is  no  defence  of  the  damnatory 
^'^  claufe,  nor^  that  I  recoUedb,  any  mention  of  the 
<<  Athanafian  creed.  There  b  no  defence  of  the 
'^  damnatory  claufe  in  the  Sermons  and  Engliih 
*'  Trads,  publilhcd  by  Mr.  Nelfon,  nor  can  I  find 
«  any  fuch  traft  mentioned  by  Mr.  Nelfon  among 
*•  the  Bifliop's  loit  works ;  for  many  fmall  pieces, 
«  which  it  was  known  he  had  written,  were  never 
**  found  after  his  death.  Where  have  I  men- 
*'  tioned.  Sir,  with  fuch  high  approbation  a  work 
**  which  I  declare  I  have  never  fecn,  and  of 
*'  which,  you  will  forgive  me,  if  I  ftill  doubt  the 
"  exiftence  ?" 

Notwithftanding  this  ridiculous  parade,  which 
hath  helped  to  fwcU  out  your  book,  you  might 
juft  as  well  have  faid,  that  I  never  wrote  an  An- 
fwcr  to  your  CbargCy  merely  bccaufe  I  called  my 
work  Letters  to  Dr.  Ha/Jley  5  and  I  will  engage, 
that  whatever  doubt  you  might  have  had,  if  you 
had  given  an  order  to  any  bookfeller  in  London 

in 
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~  in  the  very  words  that  I  ufed,  he  would  J 
ienc  you  the  JudiciuMy  &c.  \.  c.  Tbt  ^ 
the  Catholic  Church  in  iht  three  firji  CthturM 
ceming  the  Necejiiy  of  believing  thai  car  LordJtJurM 
-Cbrift  is  the  true  God.     Now,  Sir,  what  is  implied 
in  the  necefftty  of  believing,  but  the  condemnation   , 
•of  thofe  who  do  not  believe  ?    The  whole  trutb» 
and  the  occaPion  of  all  this  .Umcntablc  outcry  Ht 
thati  not  having  the  book  before  me  at  the  time,  , 
I  faid  tht  damnatory  eUufi  in  the  Athanafia»  triti^  '■ 
inftead  of  the  anathema  annexed  to  the  Nicene  trtiiw 
a  thing  of  esa&ly  the  fame  nature. 

Befides,  from  your  account,  one  would  itni^ 
■gine  that,  as  you  declare  yourfelf  no  lover  o* 
damnatory,  claufes,  this  good  bifhop,  whofe  writ — 
ings  you  fo  much  recommend,  was  no  more  *■ 
friend  to  them  than  yourfelf,  but  that  he  migh''^ 
be  the  meckeft  and  moft  candid  of  all  chriftianS' 
To  give  a  fpecimcn,  therefore,  of  this  moft  excel-' 
-lent  prelate's  writings,  I  Ihall  produce  a  few  paf" 
fages  from  the  preface  of  this  particular  work^ 
»  from  which  a  judgment  may  be  formed  of  the 
.ehjeS  and  fpirit  of  the  whole. 

Giving  a  reafon  for  this  publication,  he  fays, 
'*  There  have  appeared  a  few  years  ago  in  Eng- 
*'  land,  many  writings  of  wicked  men,  who  have 
■**  laboured  with  all  their  might  to  overturn  the 
■"  capital  article  of  our  creed,  on  which  the  hinge 
"  of  chiiflianity  certainly  turns,  namely,  con- 
"ceming  the  Son  of  God,  born  of  God  the  Fa- 
"  ther  himfelf  before  all  ages,  very  God  of  very    , 

"God;         i 


LCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.     173 

\d^  b/  whom  all  things  were  made ;  who  for 
r  lalvation  was  incarnate,  and  made  man  s^ 
ne  of  them  impudently  defending  the  Arian^ 
d  fomc  the  Samofatenian  blafphcmy*.*' 

t  then  quotes  with  approbation,  a  paflage  from 
hius,  in  which  he  calls  the  writings  of  the  unita* 
idle  ravings^  inepta  deliria ;  and  afterwards 
dng  of  Epifcopius,  and  othcr^,  who  though 
xlox  themielves,  pleaded  for  fome  moderation 
rds  thefe  erring  brethren,  he  calls  it  *^  an  at- 
npt  to  reconcile  Chrift  and  Belial/'  and  adds, 
!iefe  men,  profefCng  to  hold  and  believe  with 
t  catholics  (in  which  I  wifli  they  were  fincerc) 
the  truth  of  the  article  concerning  the  co-cflfcn- 
I  Son  of  God,  yet  do  not  acknowledge  the  ne- 
Ety  of  itf.'*  Thcn^  with  rcfpeft  to  their 
itaining  that  the  chridian  Fathers  had  the  fame 
eration,  he  fays,  "  It  is  throwing  the  greatcft 
broach  upon  the  do<5lors,  bifhops,  confeflbrs,  and 
irtyrs  of  the  beft  ages  •,  as  if  in  defenciing  the 

Prodier«  ia  Anglia  aoAra,  intra  paucos  abhinc  annoc, 
a,  noo  pauca  borninum  nefariorum,  qui  dogma  ^6ti 
I  K\ift»i\cf]ov^  in  quo  certe  chrifttanirmi  cardo  vcrtitur  (de 
nempe  del  ante  omnia  fccula,  ex  ipfo  deo  patre,  naco, 
leo  de  vero  deo,  per  quern  omnia  condita  fuere,  noftrse 
s  taufa  incarnato,  homineque  fadlo)  labefadlare  atque 
;re  omni  ope  adnifi  funt ;  eorum  a!*is  Arianam,  alita 
Samofatenianain  blafphemiam  impadeoter  propugnac* 

li  homines,  cam  veriutem  articnii  de  co-eflentiali  dei  filio 
catholicis  fe  tenere  acqoe  credere  pro^tcaocur  (utinam. 
e)  ejufdem  tamen  necefliutem  minime  agnoicunc. 

"  greateft 
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**  greatcft  of  all  the  arricfcs  of  die  cln 

•'  they  were  lukewarm,  yea,  abfolutely 

**  whereas  all  [hole  churches  witil  one  vo 

*'  judgment  conilemned  the  Arian  and  Socini 

"  define,  as  a  moft  pernicious  and  deadly  hercfy'."' 

He  farther  fays  that,  as  in  his  former  works  he  had 
defended  the  Nitene  creed  itftlf,  fo  in  this,  "  he  nuin* 
••  tains  and  defends  the  anathema  annexed  to  it,  vii. 
**  thofe  who  fay  that  there  was  a  dme  when  the  Son  J 
"  of  God  was  not,  that  he  did  not  cxift  before  he  ] 
**  was  born,  and  that  lie  was  made  out  c£  nod&ns^  - 
•*  or  out  of  any  other  hypoftafis  or  fubftanec,  di*t  1 
**  he  was  either  created,  or  fubjeft  to  change  «d-  " 
"  tcration,  the  catholic  and  apoHolic  church  ai 
••thcmauicaj-.'* 

He  concludes  the  prefece  with  laying,  •'  TU^ 
■■  judgment  of  the  Qniverfal  church  of  Chrift,  in  aL^ 
■*  times,  all  pious  and  fobcr  minded  perfonswilliC'' 
**  verence  i  and  therefore  will  be  upon  thdr  guircf 

*  AdBoqnt  canr«|aeDRr  optimornm  rKoaloram  dofioribos^ 
t^copii,  confeflbribu),  mutyribBi,  graviftBam  btpaficrS* 
coatnmeliun  ;  qaaA  fcilicec,  in  luUndo  ca^te  religioaii  chiii' 
tisnc  omnium  mvtimo,  teptdi,  imo  prorrn*  li-igidi  faifem.-  '  ■*' 
Qgain  ccclcfis  illx  otnnes  ut  faxrefin  peiakiofilEaan  «C 
ianjn^efw  conlcatienti  cslciilo  ac  jatSicio  dimaiTeiBBL 

f  Inhocopafcula  ar«^ifia,7i{jugr  ijnbole  ifto  UMntf 
taemur  ac  deteadimui ni  J^t  t-tyot'lM  wi  w»Ji  wrt  n  wr* 

MtKMtif   n   tiriaLf   ^aaMtltt   urcu,  h  n'Jiraf,  «  Tp«f w,  ■ 
«M«iw/*r  TOT  wur  t*  *i»,  t»7«(  m*5i/*«7i$»i  a  x««^iai^ 


i 
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1^  agaioftf  and  with  all  their  fouls  abhor,  the  God 

denying  heicfy  of  both  the  Somo&tenians  and  the 

^  AriansV      ' 

I     I  need  not,  furely,  go  any  farther  into  a  work  of 

^'  vhich  this  is  the  preface.    I  am  tempted,  however, 

to  quote,  the  form  in  which  the  bifhop  clofes  this 

Viork,  viz.    **  To  the  mod  holy  and  undivided 

^  Trinity,  to  God  the  Father*  and  to  his  co-eflen- 

'^  tial  and  co-eternal  word,  and  Son,  for  our  lalva- 

'*  tion  made  incarnate,   together  with  the  Holy 

^  Spirit  the  comforter,  be  all  praife,  honour  and 

'^  and  glory,  from  angels  and  men,   for  ever  and 

••  ever  amenf." 

Can  you  irad  ail  this.  Sir,  and  not  acknowledge 

that  BUhop  Bull  was  a  friend  to  damnatory  claufesi 

Wid  if  you  be  not  fo  yourfelf,  as  you  fay  you  are 

nit)  how  came  you  to  recommend  the   writings 

^  this  fiery  bifhop  fo  unrefervedly  as  you  have 

done  ?  and  indeed,  how  can  you  be  a  true  member 

^f  that  church  which  gives  its  fanftion  to  thefe 

^nanatory  claufes.    Thofe  damnatory  claufes  are  as 

[    >nuch  an  article  of  faith  in  the  church  of  England, 

*  Hoc  judicium  eccIcHac  Chrilli  univerfalis  omniuoi  tern- 
P^um  reverebuntur  cerce  pii  ac  fobrit  omn€s»  adeoqucah 
*9^^t^%m  Stmoratenitnorum  fimul  et  Atiaoorum  haeaefi 
**vebQnc  fibi,  totcque  animo  tbhorrebant. 

,  t  Sandiflimae  atque  individux  trinitati*  Deo  patri»  co-clTen- 
^i  etcoseterno  verbo  ac  Alio,  nollrx  falutes  caufa  incirnaco, 
^  cum  Spiricu  fanflo  paradeto,  ab  angelis  et  hoiiiliiibu>  ui- 
"^tnr  lass,    honos,    et  gloria   omnis  in  fecula   feculorump 
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I,  to  quiJ 
ler  do,  orl 

hinli-  «  I  ' 


as  any  of  the  tbirty-Hine,  and  he  that  does 
jMr  mdntain  chcm,  ought,  in  my  opioioD, 
her  communion.  You,  Sir,  therefore,  etcher 
ought  to  believe,  that  myfelf  and  all  who  think  as  I 
do,  ftall  without  doubt  perijb  evtrlaJHnxh'  If  you 
cannot  fay  amen  to  this  curftt  you  have  no  bufinefi 
where  you  are,  and  certainly  ought  not  to  pro- 
nounce it.  For  this,  your  Athanafian  creed  aflbr^ 
and  I  fuppofe  nofgttre  was  intended  by  the  deroot 
compofer  of  it. 

The  firft  time  that  Bilhop  Bull's  writings  w« 
recommended  to  me,  was  by  a  popifh  prieft,  in 
whofe  company  I  paffed  fevcral  days  at  Bniflels, 
who  took  lerious  pains  to  make  me  a  Romu 
catholic,  and  afterwards  wrote  to  me  very  ear- 
nefilyon  the  fubjefl.  But  paying  too  little  attcnrion 
to  the  recommendation,  I  was  unacquainted  with 
the  real  characftcr  and  value  of  this  writer,  till  it 
was  enforced  by  the  archdeacon  of  St.  Albaos. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER        XVII. 

be  Light  in  which  the  Dijfenters  are  confidered 
the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans^  and  of  the  Penal- 
5  to  which  the  Unitarians  among  them  are/uh- 
f. 

[tv.  Sir, 

lOUGH  you  profefs  yourfclf  to  be  no  lover 
?/  damnatory  claufeSy  p.  165..  and  now  and 
are  pleafed  to  drop  fome  obliging  expreffions 
fpcft  for  diflenters,  it  is,  however,  with  a 
krable  mixture  of  contempt,  and  with  an 
ation  that  we  unitarian  diflenters  (and  all 
rians,  we  both  agree,  either  are,  or  ought 

diflenters  in  this  country)  are  fubjeft  to 
pains  and  penalties,  as  the  laws  now  (land. 

what  view  you  threw  out  thofe  hints,  and 
ticularly  recite  thofe  acts  of  parliament  to 
penalties  of  which  we  are  obnoxious,  is 
cnown  to  yourfelf,  and  time  will  perhaps 
xr. 

ad  complained  of  the  contempt  with  which 
lentioned  the  places  of  worfhip  among  dif- 
s,  when  you  called  them  conventicles.  In 
prefcnt  publication,  after  fomcthing  of  an 

N  apology 
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apology  for  ufing  that  word,  which  I  think  ai 
ward  enough,  you  do  not  perhaps  much  menl 
the  matter,  by  faying,,  p.  167.    "  I  could  hai 
"  wiflied  that  the  ufe  of  it  had  been  confidered 
"  as  one  of  the  mere  archaifms  of  my  ftyle,  in 
<^  which  nothing  of  infult  was  intended.   I  tn\A, 
**  however,  declare^  that  it  would  give  mc  parti- 
*'  cular  pleafure  to  receive  conviAion  that  Mr» 
•*  Lindfey's  Meeting-houfe,  and  your  own,  arc 
•*  not  more  emphatically  conventicles  in  your 
*^  own  fenfe,  that  is,  in  the  worft  fcnfc  oJfthc 
•*  word.   From  perfonal  refpeft  for  you  and  himr 
**  I  ihould  be  happy  to  be  aflured  that  you  (bnd 
•*  not  within  the  danger  of  the  35th  of  Eliz.  ch. 
"  i.  or  the   17th  Ch.  II.  c.  ii.   to  the  penalties 
**  of  which,  and  of  other  ftatutes,  I  muft  take 
*'  the  liberty  to  tell  you,  you  are  obnoxious,  not- 
**  wirhftanding  the  late  aft  of  the  19th  of  his  pre- 
*'  fent  Majefty  in  favour  of  diflenters,  unlefs  at 
"  the  general  or  quarter  feflions  of  the  peace  for 
"  the  county  where  you  live,  you  have  made  a 
**  certain  declaration,  which  is  required  by  that 
"  ad,  inftead  of  the  fubfcription  to  articles  re- 
"  quired  by  the  former  afts  of  toleration.     I  am- 
"  forry.  Sir,  to  inform  you,  that  I  find  no  entry 
"  of  Mr.  Lindfey's  declaration  in  the  office  of 
"  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  either  for  the  county  of 
^'  Middlefex,  or  the  city  of  Weftmin^fr.    Could 
^  I  make   the  fame    enquiry  concerning    you 
•*  (which  the  diftance  of  your  refidence  prevents) 
"  I  fear  I  ftiould  have  the  mortification  to  find 

«  tha! 
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chat  you  hare  no  more  than  your  friend  complied 
with  the  laws  from  which  you  claim  protection. 
**  A  report  prevails  that  you  both  objed  to  the  de- 
^  daration  from  confciendous  fcruples,  a  very  fuffi- 
.  ^  cient  excufe  for  not  making  ic :  but  no  excufe  at 
^  all  for  doing  what  the  law  allows  not  to  be  done, 
^  except  upon  the  exprefs  condition  that  the  decla- 
•  ration  be  prcvioufly  made." 

You  afterwards  fay,  p.  169.  **  your  meeting* 
^  houie  and  his,  contrary  to  your  imagination,  are 
^*  illegal,  unknown  to  the  laws^  and  unprotected  by 
•«  them/' 

Here,  Sir,  it  is  you,  and  not  we,  who  are  miftaken. 
%  Both  our  conventicles^  you  will  find,  are  protedted, 
dxnigh  we  ourfelves  are  not.  The  confequence, 
dkfcfore,  of  any  profecucion  of  me  (if  any  perfon, 
taking  the  hint  from  you,  fliould  proceed  to  it) 
noald  be  the  depriving  of  the  diflenters  belonging 
to  die  New-Meeting  at  Birmingham  of  one  of  their 
prefimt  paftors-,  but  the  Meeting- houfe  would  re* 
main  under  the  proteAion  of  the  law,  as  much  as 
any  of  your  parifh  churches,  which  owe  all  their 
confideration  to  the  fame  law ;  and  would  not  pre-- 
vent  their  chuling  another  minider,  who,  if  he  had 
more  caution  than  myfelf,  might  defy  your  malice; 
but  the  congregation  that  I  ferve,  would  think 
tbemfelves  difgraced  by  a  minifter  of  that  timid 
chaiaftcr. 

Na  As 
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As  you  were  fo  very  defirous  of  getting  infoi 
tion  concerning  my  condud  in  this  bufineis^  I 
der  that  you  (hould  not  have  been  able  to  findibflKJ 
perfon  in  this   neighbourhood   like-minded  wA 
yourfelf,  to  make  the  enquiry  for  you.      HowevO) 
I  will  fave  you  and  your  friends  that  trouble,  and 
perhaps  fonie  fmall  expence^  by  informing  you,  tbti 
as  I  never  made  the  fubfcriftion  required  of  all  dit 
fenters  before  the  late  ad,  fo  neither  have  I  made 
tht  declaration  which  that  a£t  makes  neceflaryto 
my  legal  toleration,  nor  have  I  at  prefent  any  iQto>' 
tion  to  do  it. 

I  fhall  farther  inform  you,  and  our  readers,  dat 
when  it  was  firft  propofed  in  ibe  general  bodf  ij 
dijfenting  minijlers  in  or  near  London  (of  which,  as  I 
then  rcfidcd  pretty  much  in  London,  I  was  a  mem- 
ber) whether  we  fliould  defire  our  friends  in  parlia- 
ment to  promote  the  pafling  of  the  bill  or  not,  I 
was  one  of  thofe  who  voted  for  our  continuipg  in 
our  former  fituation ;  but  we  were  over- ruled  by  a 
very  great  majority.     The  reafon  for  my  voting  in 
this  manner  was,  I  believe,  peculiar  to  myfelf.    I 
obfcrved,  that  I  had  not,  on  my  own  account,  any 
objcftion  to  make  the  declaration  propofed  in  that 
bill,  with  the  exception  of  a  fingle  circumftancc 
which  I  then  mentioned,  and  which  wc  all  agreed  had 
better  be  omitted,  and  which  accordingly  was  ftruck 
out  before  the  bill  pafTcd  into  a  law.   But  I  faid  that 
I  perceived  that  many  perfons,  for  whom  I  had  the 
greateft  rcfped:,  had  their  ferious  fcruplcs,  and  fuch 
'  as 


/ 
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not  be  able  to  over- 

le  pafling  of  the  hv,  ■ 

ipUance  with  ir,  would 

'and  perhaps  bring  them 

rcquiGtions  of  the  former 

.    hat  though  few,  if  any  of 

them,  ic  did  not  appear  that 

molcll  us  on  that  account. 

Jt  I  did  not  then  wifli  for  the 

'not  now  chufe  unneccflkrily  to 


^^^^         '   xAa  to  myfelf,  and  many  others,  the 

^^T  ^  ^B confcqucnce.    There  are  laws  enow 

/  from  the  penalties  of  which  tht.'  late 

tot  exempt  us.    In  this  happy  land  of 

/  and  toleration,  I  am  liable,  at  any 

1  irithcut  any  offence  of  a  civil  nature,  to 

7  goods  conBfcated,  and  to  be  imprifoned 

But  though  1  think  thefe  laws  moft  ab- 

1  unreafonable,  and  that,  as  a  man  who  has 

/^fturbed  the  peace  of  hts  neighbours,  1  am  en- 

i  to  all  the  rights  of  other  citizens  -.  fo  that  I  nei- 

rof^ht  to  be  molefted  on  account  of  my  own  relt- 

,  Dor  compelled  to  contribute  to  the  lupport  of 

date  oi  another  pcrfon,  any  more  than  to  pay  his 

phyfictanj  I  ttunk  myfelf  happy,  confidering  how 

much  more  unfriendly  to  truth  civil  governments 

i    and  ciTil  governon  have  been,  that  I  am  not  ex- 

1    paftd  to  all  the  difficulties  and  hazards  that  the 

j^offies  were  expofed  to }  and  when  I  cannot  ob- 

N  3  tain 
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-  -       "  '  • 

oin  a  legal  tokratim^  I  am  vcxy  ihaokfiil 


•  1 


you  fay,  p.  i68,  that  •*  confcicatioua  (cra|Rli|] 
^^  are  no  excufe  at  all  for  doi|ig  what  the 
fc  aUows  not  to  be  done.*'    In  thU  you  ttiti%^ 
ipiftake  the  giroun4  pf  my  eondud.    I  do  nog 
pretend  that  it  is  authorized  by  the  laws  of  di!%^ 
or  of  any  country*    It  is  enough  for  me  if  I 
think  piyfelf  juftified  by  the  /mv  ^  GU\  aa4- 
whether  I  ought  to  ohef  God,  or  m0M^  in  this  Gife 
do  you  yourfelf  judge. 

What  would  you  yourfeltadvife  us  anitariiii 
in  this  country  to  do  ?    We  have  heard  agaiQ 
and  again  all  that  you  have  to  fay  in  defence  of  . 
your  trinitarian  notions,  and  trinitarian  worfliipi 
without  any  approach  towards  conviction,  and 
yet  we  think  it  our  duty  to  make  a  public  pro- 
fefiion  of  our  unitarian  principles,  and  to  adc^ 
an  unitarian  form  of  worfhip.    Would  you  fcri^ 
oufly  fay  we  ought,  with  the  views  of  things  that 
we  really  have,  to  keep  our  opinions  to  ourfelves» 
and  have  no  public  worfhip  at  all  f    And  yet 
between  this  conduft  and  our  a^ing  more  or  Ids 
6penly  in  oppofition  to  you,  and  incurring  the 
penalties  of  the  laws  now  in  force  againft  us, 
there  is  no  medium. 

If  you  really  be  a  friend  to  any  thing  that  de« 
fervea  the  name  of  tolcratm,  you  mull  fed  fiv 

the 
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diigrace  of  your  country,  on  account  of 
ihe  unjuft  and  impolitic  reftraints  the  laws  of  it 
Ifty  upon  lis,  and  you  will  ufe  your  endeavours 
^to  promote  tht  repeal  oi  all  fsnal  laws  in  matters 
tfrtUgion,  and  likcwiftr  to  lay  open  all  civil  offices 
to  all  perfons  who  are  qualified  to  fill  themt 
■which  indeed,  is  no  more  than  is  already  done  in 
feveral  countries  in  Europe,  That  thofe  who 
prefer  the  mode  of  religion  now  eftablilhed, 
Ihould  bear  the  whole  expence  of  it,  without 
-compelling  us  to  afEft  them  in  it,  while  they  do 
nothing  for  ours  in  return,  though  a  thing  pcr- 
fe£tly  reafonable,  is  more  than  I  expeA  the  arch- 
deacon of  St.  Albans  to  countenance.  I,  how- 
ever, live  in  the  firm  belief  that  even  this  will 
take  place  fomc  time  or  other;  and  my  belief  ii 
grounded  on  this  general  and  glorious  truth, 
that  there  is  a  wife  and  gpod  being  at  the  head 
of  all  affairs,  bringing  good  out  of  all  evil,  I 
therefore  believe  that  good  will  finally  take 
place  of  all  evil,  and  confcquently,  equity  of 
injuftice. 

You  Sir,  as  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans,  may 
believe  that  the  church  of  England  will  continue 
to  the  end  of  the  world,  and  that  all  nations  (ac 
leaft  all  that  fpeak  the  Englifti  language,  and  can 
read  the  book  of  Common  Prayer  in  the  original) 
will  flow  into  it.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  my  firm 
perfuafion,  thai  when  Baiylon  the  great,  the  mother 
ef  harlots,  fliall  fall,  all  her  daughters,  all  the/i/fi 
Bahylont,  all  the  kjfir  efiablifiimatii  of  what  I  deem 
N4  to 
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to  be  corrupt  chriftianity^  will  fall  with  hcf 
foon  after  her  3  and  therefore  I  apply  to  tli 
ttwell  as  to  the  church  of  Rome,  that  awful  m 
ing,  Rer.  xviii.  4.  Come  out  'of  her  wf  peopU^  i 
ye  fmrtake  not  of  berjms^  and  that  ye  receive  » 
berfUgiies. 

While  we  unitarians  behave  as  good  fubjeds  (ai 
do  not  know  that  w(s  are  worfe  thought  of  than  ot 
diflenters  in  tlus  reipedl)  I  have  fuch  confidence  in 
good  fenieof  my  countrymen,  though  without 
particylar  obligation  to  yourfelf  on .  this  acoH 
and  in  the  fpirit  of  the  times  (which  throughout 
Europe  is  daily  more  favourable  to  freedom  of 
quiry  and  toleration,  and  lefs  favourable  to  old 
corrupt,  though  venerable  eftablilhments)  th( 
have  little  doubt  but  that  I  fhall  be  fuflfered  to  ] 
ceed  as  1  have  hitherto  done,  unmolefted,  promo 
by  every  means  in  my  power,  what  I  deem  tc 
important  truths  though  our  legiQators  in  the 
century  voted  it  to  be  berefy  and  blafph 
What  our  prefent  legiflative  body,  if  the  quel 
was  brought  before  them,  would  decree,  is 
known  \  but  I  am  pretty  confident  that  when 
fubjeA  fhall  come  properly  before  them  (and 
may  be  pretty  foon)  they  will  be  difpofcd  to  ] 
reafon^  and  to  do  jufiice. 

From  what  you  fay  of  your  own  freedom  of 
quiry,  one  would  think  that  you  might  have  tres 
us  diiTcnters  with  a  little  more  refpeiSl.  For  a 
pbferving  that  you  arc  mucb  at  borne  in  tbe  G\ 

langiL 
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hnguagiy  and  that  you  have  read  the  cccIcAiaftical 

ihiftorians,  you  add,  p.  163.    "  I  had  been  many 

{**  years  in  the  habits  of  thinking  for  myfclf  upon  a 

•*  variety  of  fubjefts,  before  I  opened  Dr.  Clarke's 

•*  book.     There  is  in  moft  men  a  culpable  timidity ; 

**  you  and  I  perhaps  have  overcome  that  general 

**  infirmity,  but  there  is  in  moft  men  a  culpable 

'*  timidity,  which  inclines  them  to  be  eafily  over- 

"awed  by  the  authority  of  great  names.'*     It  will 

Wake  fome  perfons  fmile  to  fee  you.  Sir,  group 

yourfclf  with  me  upon  this  occafion,  and  they  may 

aft  for  fimilar  evidence  of  your  having  ovcrcoi.ie 

Ais  culpable  timidity,  and  of  your  having  really 

Aought  for  yourfelf,  when  they  fee  you  profefling 

^  believe,  and  complying  with  every  thing  that 

^oft  who  do  not  think  for  themfelves  at  all,  profefs 

to  believe  and  comply  with.     Your  profound  ad- 

'Wiration  of  Bifliop  Bull's  writings  is  no  proof  of 

fPUr  thinking  for  yourfelf.   All  that  can  be  inferred 

^m  it  is,  that  you  have  made  a  wifo  choice  of 

°^fters.     The  writer  for  whom  I  always  profefs  the 

[T'Cateft  admiration  is  Dr.  Hartley,   but  I   differ 

'^m  him  in  many  things,  and  things  allb  of  great 

^Ofequcnce. 

If  however,  you  ftill  retain  the  habit  of  thinking 
^•^  yourfelf,  allow  me  to  return  your  civility  to  me, 
^Hcn  you  joined  my  name,  p.  161.  to  thofe  of 
^^linghrokey  Voltaire^  and  Gibbon^  by  adding  yours 
''fo  to  this  lift  o^  free  enquirers^  and  your  fcntence 
^Ul  then  clofe  thus,  a  Gibbon,  a  Priejileyy  or  a 
^otjley. 

For 
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;  For  xny  own  part^  I  cannot  fsy  that  I 
4iQike  my  fituation,  in  the  light  in  wfaiph  I  vi 
the  difiTerent  charai£lers  ^  fince  1  find  oiyfclf  i^ 
bctweifn  an  unbelUvtr  on  the  one  hand,  aad  tl 
k^h  thurfbmoM  on  the  other.    MiSa  tutifimt 

lam,  &c* 
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Of  the  Charge  of  wilful  Mfrtprtftnmkn^  Wf. 

Riv.  Sir, 

AS  both  yourfclf,  and  your  great  Mnig^J^\ 
^^  Mr.  Badcock,  have  employed  fo  much  of 
your  refpcftive  publications  on  the  fubjeft  of /w'- 
verfionsy  wHful  mifreprefentations^  artifice^  mand^i" 
mcnty  &c.  &c.  &c.  (for  yon  are  at  no  lofs  for 
words  or  phrafes  of  this  import)  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  give  you  one  Ihort  letter  on  that 
fiibjeft. 

I  was  willing  to  hope,  that^  in  this  fecond  p^ 
Ikation,  you  wot?td  have  obfervcd  the  rules  of 
decency,  and  of  probability,  in  y4?ur  chai^p* 
againft  me,  and  that  you  might  hive  rsprelW 
Ibmc  little  concern  for  your  former  violations  d 

tfalm. 
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u^cm.     But  I  am  forry  to  find,  that  mftead  of  re- 
B|i4&ing  any  thing,  you  have  confidcrably  added 
Ito  your  offences  of  this  kind.      You  had  before 
■  charged    me  with    knowingly   mifqyoting   the 
Englilh  tranflation  of  the  Bible,  when,  in  fadt,  I 
fliould  not  have  gained  any  thing  by  it.     You 
now  talk,  p.5.  ofmydefignedly  omitting  a  figni- 
6cant  adjective,  as  you  fay,  in  a  quotation  from 
Athanafius,  when  I  neither  intended  to  quote, 
nor  10  tranflate  the  paffage,  but  only  referred  to, 
and  gave   the  general  fenfe  of  it ;  and  this,  I 
doubt  not  was  the  true  one.    Yet  upon  this  you 
raife  loud  exclamations,  concerning  truths  can- 
ary cotijijietuy,  and  deating  infarcafms. 

You  alfo  think,  with  Mr.  Badcock,  that  Z 
really  meant  to  conceal  from  the  unlearned 
part  of  a  quotation  from  Juftin  Martyr,  which 
I  printed  in  Greek  at  full  length,  and  this  in  a 
public  controverfy  with  yourfelf,  of  whofe  vigi- 
lance in  this  refpcftl  could  not  entertain  a  doubt. 
**  The  entire  paffage,"  you  fay,  p.  83.  "  as  long 
**  as  it  appears  not  in  your  tranflation,  lay  inno- 
**  ccntly  enough  in  the  Greekj  at  the  bottom  of 
*•  your  page."  But  I  muft  have  been  an  idm  in- 
deed in  plain  Englilh,  and  fomething  worfe  than 
the  idiota  of  Tertullian,  as  well  as  the  brnto  nefa- 
rius  of  Bifliop  Bull,  to  have  attempted  a  dcccp< 
tlon  in  thcfe  circumftances. 

As,  in  another  place,  you  fpeak  more  fully 

on) the  fubjeft  of  my  artifice  and  infincerity, 

enlarge 
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enlarge  upon  the  nature  of  it,  and  the  degreej 
its  guilt  in  controverfial  writings^  I  Ihall 
duce  the  paffage  at  lengthy  and  then  g^ve  a 
ral  anfwer  to  it. 
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•*  Indeed^  Sir,"  you  fay,  p.  1 59.  "  in  quodng^l 
anci^t  authors  ^wlien  you  have  underftood  the  > 
original,  which  in  many  inftances  is  Mtik- 
the  cafe,  you  have  too  often  been  guilty  of 
*f  much  referve  and  nianagement.  This  up- 
*^  pears  in  fome  inilances,  in  which  you  canaot. 
pretend,  that  your  oYfn  inadvertency,  or  jm 
printer's^  hath  given  occafion  to  unmerited  im- 
putations. I  wilh  that  my  complaints  upon  this 
head  had  been  groundlefs  :  but  in  juftice  to  my 
'^  own  caufe,  I  could  not  fuffer  unfair  quocsitioos 
to  pafs  undetefted.  God  forbid  that  I  ihould 
draw  any  conclufion  from  this  unfeemly  prac- 
*'  tice,  againft  the  general  probity  of  your  cha- 
"  rafter.  But  you  will  allow  me  to  lament  that 
"  men  of  integrity,  in  the  fervice  of  what  they 
«f  think  a  good  end,  fhould  indulge  themfelvcs 
"  fo  freely  as  they  often  do  in  the  ufe  of  unjufti- 
•'  fiable  means.  Time  was,  when  the  prafticc 
"  was  openly  avowed,  and  Origen  himfelf  was 
♦'  among  its  defenders.  The  art  which  he  re*- 
"  commended,  he  fcrupled  not  to  employ.  I 
have  produced  an  inftance,  in  which,  to  filcncc 
an  advcrfary,  he  hath  recourfe  to  the  wilfrl 
"  and  deliberate  allegation  of  a  notorious  falf- 
"  hood.  You  have  gone  no  fuch  length  as  this. 
^*  I  think  you  may  belie vp  me  fincfre,  when. I 
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rpeak  refpedfuUy  of  your  worth  and  integrity, 
nocwithflanding  that  I  find  occafion  to  charge 
you  with  feme  degree  of  blame,  in  a  fort  in 
which  the  great  character  of  Origen  was  niore 
deeply  infeded.  Would  to  God  it  had  been 
otherwife.  Would  to  God  I  could  with  truth 
have  boafted  *  To  thefe  low  arts  (looped  Origen, 
but  my  contemporary,  my  great  antagonid,  dif- 
.dains  them/  How  would  it  have  heightened 
the  pride  of  viftory,  could  I  have  found  a  fair 
occafion  to  be  thus  the  herald  of  my  adverlaries 
praife." 

All  thefe.  Sir,  and  fuch  like  charges  of  artful, 
ad  therefore  highly  criminal  mifreprefentation  (for 
icy  cannot  amount  to  any  thing  lefs,  notwith- 
smding  all  your  qualifying  claufes)  which  you 
od  Mr.  Badcock  are  perpetually  urging,  are  ia 
»eir  own  nature,  too  abfurd  to  gain  any  credit, 
ui  therefore  can  only  (hew  that  what  you  want  in 
X^menfj  you  are  willing  to  make  up  fome  other 
ly.  I  have  completely  vindicated  the  charader 
Origen,  which  you  have  endeavoured  to  blot ; 
d  as  to  frr/felfy  you  are  quite  at  liberty  to  think 

me  juft  as  you  plcale.  I  am  not  coiilcious  of 
f  unfairnefs  whatever  in  any  part  of  my  proceed- 
SS,  but  have  a  perfefl:  wilingnefs  to  bring  before 
i  public  every  thing  that  may  enable  them  to 
'm  a  true  judgment  on  the  fubjeft  of  this  con- 
►vcrfy.  If  I  knew  ot  any  circumftance  favour- 
ie  to  your  argument,  I  would  pro  'uce  it  as 
idily  as  I  fliould  do  any  thing  in  favgur  of  my 

own  '9 


igt         L  E  T  T  FR  S     TO  ;  T  H.»v 

<*  men  deceive  themfelves»  and  thtt-iimflf; 

«<  ricaticHy  with  which  thofe  who  are 

"  debate  are  too  ready  to  charge  one 
if  ^heir  adverfaries  koowingly  concealed, 
pofed  the  truth.     Tlus  is  a  crime  of  fi> 
a  nature,  that  I  fliould  be  very  unwilling  i»: 
impute  it  to   any  perfon  whatcrcr/*     Ij^.aidf 

therefore  unwilling  to  charge  it  on  yoil,  or^^. 

Badcock,  notwithftanding  finne  appearances  od|^ 

Hxm  to  juflify  me  in  it. 


cc 
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I  am  the  moft  puzzled  to  account  for  die.i 
and  improbable  hiftory  that  you,  Sifj  have  ffm 
of  a  church  of  orthodox  Jews  at  Jerufalenit  afar 

the  time  of  Adrian,  and  the  feries  of  hiftorical 
faSsy  as  ycu  have  the  aflurance  to  call  them,  for 
which  ic  is  not  poflible  that  you  (hould  have  any 
authority,  in  ancient  or  even  in  modern  writers ; 
and  yet  had  you  yourfelf  been  prefent  at  the  fur- 
render  of  the  place,  and  had  drawn  up  the  terms 
of  capitulation,  you  could  not  have  given  a  more 
diftindt  and  pofitive  account.  But  the  fa£t,  I  be- 
lieve, was,  that,  without  any  examination  of  your 
own,  you  took  it  for  granted,  from  the  authority 
of  Mofhcim  (who  had  no  authority  for  it  himfelQ 
that  one  leading  circumllance  was  true,  and  then 
concluded  that  the  other  circumftances,  which  you 
have  added,  and  therefore  knew  that  you  added, 
mull  have  been  fo  too.  On  this  you  have  not  hcfi- 
tated  to  relate  the  whole  in  one  continued  narra- 
iivfy  juft  as  if  you  had  been  copying  from  fofloe 
hiftorian  of  the  time  \  and  Origen,  who  lived  in  thofe 

dmesy 
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dmeSj  and  in  the  very  country^  and  whofe  veracity 
ocTer  queflioned  before,  is  treated,  without  cere- 
if^  as  z  wilful  liar,  becaufe  he  has  given  a 
account  of  things. 

Afl  it  has  been  very  much  my  objeft  to  trace 
^Hffs  to  their  caufes,  and  I  conGder  the  human 
mindj  and  confequently  all  human  aftions,  to  be 
Kibjcft  to  laws,  as  regular  as  thofe  which  operate 
la  my  laboratory  (for  want  of  knowing  or  attending 
10  which  Mr.  Gibbon  has  egregioufly  failed  in  hia 
locount  of  the  caufes  of  the  fpread  of  chriftianity^ 
md  you  in  this  controverfy)  I  had  framed  an  hypo* 
liiefit  to  account  for  Mr.  Badcock's  cenfure  of 
irhsit  I  iaid  concerning  Eufebius;  but  not  beii^ 
juiie  latisfied  with  it,  I  rejeOed  it.  However, 
loewidiftanding  ftrong  appearances,  I  am  (till  wil< 
ing  to  hope,  that  the  mifreprefentation,  though 
acccdiogly  grols,  was  not  direftly  wilful. 

lam,  &C, 


^ 


LETTER 


^iTTER  $     TO     THE 


:.    E    T    T    E    R       XIX.' 

Xfcdlamous  articles,  and  the  Concbtfin, 

IUt.  Sir, 

IJISPOSED  as  you  are  to  make  the  moft tf 
^  every  trifling  overfight  that  you  can  difcofff 
1)  my  Hiftory^  and  of  every  concefiion  that  I  mk 
u  vOU«  I  flill  have  no  objedlion  to  acknowkdgi 
:iiyr  r^al  miftake  that  I  have  fallen  into,  importaoC 
ji"  unimportant;  and  I  (hall  certainly  corrc&iB 
ucn  in  any  future  edition  of  my  work  j  and  Wtt- 
%kk^  as  far  as  I  am  able,  in  the  tranflations  thit 
uc  making  of  it  into  foreign  languages.  I  (hali 
»o^v  make  two  acknowledgments,  and  kt  <xff 
tsKlers  judge  of  their  importance;  and  how  little 
liv  Hiftory  lofes  for  want  of  being  perfedly  corrtft 
a  chctc  particulars. 

'  idd  faid  that  "  Valefius  was  of  opinion  that 
■'  :iK  hiftory  of  Hegefippus  was  neglefted  and 
•'  oit»  bccaufe  it  was  obferved  to  favour  the  uni- 
'  :tftan  doftrine,'*  whereas  I  fliould  have  f^d, 
'*  otf  account  of  the  errors  which  it  contained,  and 
••  :i\iC  thofe  errors  could  not  be  fuppofed  to  be  any 
*  ooicr  than  thofe  of  the  unitarians  ;'*  and  if  I  had 
^gilAU>^^'  ^^^  paffage  at  the  timr,  I  certainly  Ihould 
^^^c'lt^tcCIed  my  (elf  in  that  more  cautious  manner. 

But 
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:  of  what  confequence  is  this  circumftance  to 
great  argument  ?  Mr.  Badcock,  having  looked 
the  paflage  to  which  I  refer,  and  not  being 
t  to  find  it,  feems  to  have  imagined  that  I 
k  00  fuch  paflage  to  produce.     He  therefore 
T  his  infolent  manner,  challenges  me  to  pro- 
:e  it,  and  to  puf  bim  to  Jbame.     That  I  be- 
c  to  be  impoflible,  otherwife  it  would  have 
n  efie£hia!ly  done  in  my  Remarks  en  the  Monthly 
Hew  ;  at  leaft,  by  my  notice  of  his  moft  Ihame- 
condud  with  refpeft  to  my  cenfure  of  Eufebius, 
iri,  of  which  he  fays  nothing  at  all  in  )m  Letter 
m:     1  fuppofe  he  thought  it  not  to  be  regarded. 
iwever  the  paifage  which  I  refer  to,  and  which 
Bciently  anfwcrs   my  purpofe,'  is  as  follows : 
Bdoreover,  thofe  books  of  Clement  contained 
ft  ihort  and  compendious  expofition  of  both 
the  teftaments,    as  Photius  in  his  BibUotbeca 
witnefles ;  but  on  account  of  the  errors  with 
w&ich  they  abounded,  being  negligently  kept, 
diey  were  at  length  loft ;  nor  was  there  any 
tKher  rcafon,   in  my  opinion,  why  the  books 
of  Papias,  Hegelippus,  and  others  of  the  anci- 
ents are  now  loft  *.'* 

You,  Sir,  however  have  obfcrved  this  paflage, 
id  you  fay,   p.  4.   ^^  Valefius  has  indeed  ex« 

VPono  ii  dementis  libri  contioebant  brevem  &  compen* 
riaai  auiafqaae  tefbmend  expofitionem>  ut  teftatur  Photius 
Bibliotheca.  Ob  errores  antem  quibds  i^tebaot^  negUgentiat 
hiti»  tandem  perierant.  Nee  alia,  meo  qnidem  jadicio, 
id  eft,  cor  Papiae  &  Hegeiippii  alionunqoc  veterom  libri, 
noderint.    In  Eufeb.  Hift.  Lib.  v*  cap.  11. 

O  2  **  prefled 
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felf  a  trinicarian,  and  a  man  of  learning  if 
there  was  one«     This  charge  was  fo  commoo' 
wiihout  any  proper  evidence  whatever,  all  the 
tarians  are  called  Patripaflians   ly   one  wrkerr 
other.     Optatus  even  lays  that   Fbion,   the 
pofed  father  of  the  Ebionites,  was  a  Patri] 
though  no  early  writer  who  mentions  the 
fays  any  fuch  thing  of  them. 

I  muft,  however,  acknowledge  that  you  hii|! 
one  juft  caufe  of  triumph  over  me,  and  all  tin! 
friends  of  free  enquiry  ;  but  this  alfo,  as  with  «■ 
fpcft  to  every  other  advantage  which  you  hsK 
gained,  you  exult  in  too  much,  and  make  toi 
great  account  of.  The  Monthly  Reviev)^  ^hid 
was  formerly  in  our  favour,  is  now  completely 
yours.  Your  Charge^  which  contains  the  highdl 
crthodoxyi  and  difcovers  the  greattft  fpirit  of  chunk  j 
authority  of  any  production  in  this  age,  has  been 
examined  before  that  tribunal,  and  been  honoured 
with  an  unqualified  approbation.  And  as  to  youi 
prefcnt  publication,  which  has  no  lefs  merit  of  the 
fame  kind,  its  praifes,  I  doubt  not,  are  already y«iifi 
or  at  Icaft  Jet  to  mujicy  and  the  whole  choir  of  Re- 
viewers, who  have  been  unanimous  in  their  con- 
deir.  nation  of  me,  are  ready  to  join  th^  chorus  on 
this  occafion. 

You  plead  your  right,  p.  78.  to  make  the  moft 
of  this  your  new  acquifition  j  and  in  this  you  think 

•  Ut  Hebion  qui  arguincntal?atur  patrcm  paffum  eflc,  no? 
filiom.  ^  Lib.  iv.  p.  91. 

yourfelf 
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;If  juftified  by  my  conduft  io  the  publicadon 
finall  and  cheap  pamphlets,  for  the-  purpofe  of 
idng  my  principles  among  the  lower  and 
j^mer  clafs  of  people,  though,  in  my  opinion,  the 
iRio  caies  are  very  different  indeed.  This  poft, 
lMever»  which  we  were  once  in  pofleflion  of,  you 
M  your  friends  have  now  got,  and  it  is  not  to  be 
iippofed  that  you  will  afk  our  leave  what  ufe  to 
Hake  of  it  -,  fo  that  we  mufl  yield  with  as  good  a 
{race  as  we  can^  and  endeavour  to  make  our  ground 
{DodrUewbeic 

11. 

One  of  your  curious  proofs  of  my  ignorance^ 

nd  of  my  being  entirely  unqualified  to  write  the 

i^pry  cf  early  timesy  is  my  not  being  acquainted 

rith  the  opinions  of  fome  modern  writers^  and  thofe 

ither  difficult  to  procure,  or  fuch  as  could  have 

ccn  of  little  ufe  to  me,  if  I  had  known  them.    I 

cknowledged  that  I  had  not  heard  of  D.  Zuicker, 

did  not  know  what  Epifcopius,  Petaviust  or  Hue* 

ills,  thought  on  a  particular  fubjed,  and  I  had  not 

sad  your  great  authority,  bifhop  Bull.    *^  What  is 

this,"  you  fay,  p.  7.  **  but  to  confefs  that  you  are 

indeed  little  redde  in  the  principal  writers,  either 

'  on  your  own  fide  of  the  queftion  or  the  oppofite. 

But  as  no  man,  I  prefume,  is  born  with  an  intui^ 

tive  knowledge  of  the  opinionsj  or  the  fa£ts,  of 

paft  ages,  the  hiftorian  of  religious  corruptions, 

confefling  himfelf  unredde  in  the  folemical  ir- 

vines^  confcffes  ignorance  of  his  fubje£t    Tou 

O4  <'repd 
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^  repel  the  imputadoa  of  plagisrifim  hy  the 
^  difgraceful  confeffion  cSignorami^  to  nhich 
.^  polemic  ever  was  reduced.". 

Now  the  probability  ii»  that  my  readiqg  it 
polemical  divinity  is  much  more  extCDlive  diaa 
yours.  But  if  it  had  been  ten  times  gmttf 
than  it  is*  I  do  not  know  whether^  infteid  of 
being  advantageous^  it  might  not  have  been  of 
diflervicc  to  me,  in  afcertaining  the  fiate  of 
things  in  the  early  ages,  to  the  kno^idedge  of 
which  thefe  authors  had  no  better  accefs  duo 
myfclf.  You  yourfelf,  I  am  pretty  confidenti 
have  formed  your  -  opinions  on  thefe  fubjefti 
chiefly  from  modern  writers  j  and  it  has  been  by 
this  means,  and  by  the  help  of  your  fertile  ima- 
gination, as  I  have  fhcwn,  that  you  have  been  fo 
mifcrably  mifled  as  you  have  been. 

III. 
You  and  Mr,  Badcock  both  pride  yourfdvcs 
in  your  knowledge  of  the  Greek  language,  and 
you  infult  me,  and  my  Vindicator ,  for  our  ignor- 
ance of  it.     But  to  criticize  others  is  the  eafieft 
road  to  filnnc,     In  the  fame  way  you  might  fct 
yourfelf  up  even  againft  Cafaubon,  Scaliger,  or 
Bently,  to  whom  you  acknowledge,  p.  58.  that 
you  ^«  ftand  bowing  at  a  diftance  :*'  for  the  greaicft 
fchoJars  fometimcs  make  great  miftakes. 

Out  of  the  number  of  citations  that  I  have 
inade^is'it  extrabrdinafy  that  twoX)r  three,  and 

thofe 
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^Ihofe  of  no  great  confequence^  fhould  have  been 
i^ibund  in  fome  degree  faulty?  You  and  your 
ally  have  had  no  occafion  to  produce  manyj  and 
writing  in  controverfy^  would  naturally  be  more 
le  guarded ;  and  yet  your  errors  in  this  way  far  ex« 
f_  cced  mine.  Concerning  one  of  thefe^  you  fay, 
•  p.  15.  *'  the  words  are  fo  very  clear,  that  the 
'^  the  fenfe  was  hardly  to  be  miflfed  at  firft  fight, 
"  by  a  fchool  boy  in  the  fecond  year  of  Greek.** 
What,  then,  will  be  faid  of  the  man  who  can 
tranflate  idiota,  ideot,  who  can  argue  from  «7@-  as 
necefliuily  referring  to  a  per/on  (for  if  this  was 
not  your  meaning,  it  was  impertinent  to  alledge 
it  at  all)  and  cenfure  me  for  rendering ««  «>a«  rtpi  9 
hjf^  MOibing  but  ?  And  what  can  you  fay  in  excufe 
for  your  learned  ally  tranflating  «tAKoi  yA^  »«?  ot^ot 
Tpov*r,  others  upon  another  plan^  inftead  of  fome  in 
§m  wof  and  ethers  in  another,  on  which  he  founds 
the  mod:  improbable  and  malignant  of  all  his  ac- 
'  cufationt  againft  me,  for  concealment^  wilful  perver- 
Jmt%  &c.  f  And  what  can  you  fay  for  the  apology 
he  has  made  for  his  blunder,  when  he  only 
allows  that  the  words  may  be  more  accurately  ren- 
dered as  I  have  done;  whereas,  every  perfon 
who  is  at  all  acquainted  with  Greek,  mud  know 
that,  in  that  connexion,  and  efpecially  if  the 
force  of  the  particle  y*p  be  attended  to,  the 
phrafe  will  not  bear  any  other  rendering  ?  A 
writer  who  aflumes  fo  much  as  he  has  done,  and 
who  has  treated  my  Vindicator,  on  the  fubjcfl:  of 
Creek,  with  a  degree  of  infoience  that  exceeds 

any 
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any  thing  that  I  have  met  withj  and  yet  has  him^* 
felf  blundered  in  this  manner,  ought  to  kifi  ibi' 
rod^  if  not,  without  a  figure,  to  feel  it,  and  iJt» 
fiame  to  him/elf.  His  friends,  however,  if  he  have- 
any,  muftblulh  for  him. 

Though  from  the  age  of  fevcntcen  to  twenty- 
feven,  I  believe,  I  read  as  much  Greek  as  almoft 
any  man  can  be  fuppofed  to  have  read  in  the 
lame  time,  and  after  that  caught  it  nine  years,  the 
laft  fix  of  them  at  Warrington,  and  chiefly  th^- 
higher  Greek  claflics  (for  the  elements  of  the 
language  were  not  taught  in  that  academy)  I 
do  not  pretend  ever  to  have  been  properly  ^^ 
borne  in  the  language.     I  mean  fo  as  to  read 
it  with  the  fame  eafe,  with  which   it  is  com- 
mon to  read  Latin  or  French  (indeed  I  have  not 
yet  met  with  any  man  who  pretended  that  he  could 
do  this)  and  having  given  Icfs  attention  to  that 
knguage  fince  I  have  had  the  means  of  employ- 
ing my  time  better,  your  Scotch  correfpondcnt 
rtiay  be  right  in  obferving,  p,  182,  that  I  am  but 
very  moderately  Jkilled  in  /V,  and  at  my  time  of  life, 
my  acquaintance  with  it  is  not  likely  to  improve, 
HoWcver,  fuch  as  it  is,  I  fhall  make  the  beft  ufc 
that  I  can  of  it  in  the  larger  work  on  which  I  am  now 
employed.     It  is  poflible,  however,  that  I  might 
make  but  a  bad  exchange  of  the  remains  of  my 
Greek   literature  for    yours,    or    that  of  your 
Scotch  correfpondcnt. 
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IV. 

Yaa  are  pleafcd  to    make  fome  apology  for 

'ytHix  baugbty  Jiyle^  and  the  contemptuous  ain  you 

£^ve  yourfelf,  both  with  refpeA  to  Uiflenters,  and 

to  your  own  inferior  Clergy.     To  what  I  obfcrved  * 

^^  this  fubjed,  you  now  fay,  p.  158,  *•  it  might 

*  be  a  fuffidentj  and  not  an  unbecoming  reply,  to 
remind  you  that  I  fpoke  €X  cathedra^  and  hold  . 

*  myfelf  accountable  for  the  advice  which  I  gave 
^  to  no  human  judicature^  except  the  King,  the 
•  metropolitan,  and  my  diocefan.     This  would 

**  indeed,  be  the  only  anfwer,  which  I  fhould 
^'  condefcend  to  give  to  any  one  for  whom  I  re- 
•*  cained  not,  under  all  our  differences,  a  very 
"  confiderable  degree  of  perfonal  eftecm.  But 
•'  as  Dr.  Prieftley  is  my  adversary,  in  fome  points 
'*  I  could  wilh  to  fet  him  right,  and  in  fome  I 
'*  delire  to  explain.*' 

A  great  part  of  this  apology  was,  indeed.  Sir, 
quite  unneceiTary,  as  no  perfon  can  read  your 
Charge  and  doubt  your  having  delivered  it  tx 
eatbedra.  The  inferior,  the  far  inferior  clergy, 
to  whom  it  was  addrefled,  were,  I  prefume,  fully 
fenfible  of  it.  The  only  queftion  is,  whether 
you  ever  think  that  you  are  not  fpeaking  ex 
cathedra.  Pleafe,  however,  to  remember  that  I 
am  not  one  of  thofe  to  whom  you  have  any  right 
to  fpeak  in  that  manner,  and  that  I  do  not  hold 
myfelf  accountable  to  any  metropolitan,  or  dio- 
cefan, or  even  to  the  king,  or  any  perfon  or  poten- 
tate on  earth,  in  matters  of  religion.    Alfo  while 

I  have 
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^  proved,    I  had  almoft  faki,  fo  ruinous ;  and  I 

^  lean  the  more  to  the  opinion,   that  the  com- 

^  milfion  of  a  miniftry,    perpetuated  by  regular 

**  fuccelfion,  is  fomething  more  than  a  dream  of 

**  doyftered  gownfmen,  or  a  tale  impofed  ujkmi 

the  vulgar,   to  fcrve  the  ends  of  avarice  and 

ambition.     For  whatever  confuficin  human  folly 

may  admit,  a  divine  inHitution  mufl:  have  wttliin 

itfelf  a  provifion  for  harmony  and  order.     And, 

upon  tbofe  principles,   though  I  wifh  that  aU 

^  indulgence  (hould  be  (hewn  to  tender  conlciencei^ 

^  and  will  ever  be  an  advocate  for  the  lai^cft  to- 

*  leration  that  may  be  confiftent  with  political 

*  wifdom  (being  indeed   perfuaded  that  the  re- 

*  ftraints  of  human  laws  mud  be  ufcd  with  the 
greateft  gentlenefs  and  moderation  to  be  rendered 
means  of  ftrengthening  the  bonds  of  chriftiaa 
peace  and  amity)  yet  I  could  wifh  to  pl^nt  a 
principle  of  fevere  reftaint  in  the  confciences  of 
men.  I  could  wilh  that  the  importance  of  the 
minifterial  ofiice  were  tonfidered,  that  the  prac- 
tice of  antiquity  were  regarded,  an4  .that  it  might 
not  feem  a  matter  of  perfed  indifference  to  the 
lait\',  to  what  houfe  of  worlhip  they  refort.  f 
cannot  admit  that  every  affembly  of  grave  and 
virtuous  men,  in  which  grave  and  virtuous  men 
take  upon  them  to  officiate,  is  to  be  dignified 
with  the  appellation  of  a  churchy  8cc 

That  tbefe  dodrines,  which  will  juflify  all  the 
violence  of  the  church  of  Rome,  and  which  condemn 
he  reformation,  (hould  be  maintained  by  aprotcftanc 

2.  divine 
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You  are  plcafed^  however,  though  in  no  perfeft 
ttttfifttnce  with  what  you  fay  of  the  ftmen  of  the 
fruftSocd^  as  derived  by  fucceflion  from  the  apoftles, 
to  by,  p.  1 6 1.  *'  You  will  remember  that  1  make 
^^  the  laming  and  the  piety  of  her  clergy,  of  which 
^  ample  monuments  are  extant,  the  balls  of  her 
^  pre-eminence/'  I  have  no  difpofidon  to  detraft 
(bm  the  learning  or  the  piety  there  may  be  among 
fOu  I  but  as  you  celebrate  your  own  praifes,  I 
Hi]  take  the  liberty  to  obferve,  that,  allowance 
>cing  made  for  your  fuperior  numbers,  and  fu- 
|Ciior  advantages,  with  refpeft  to  conveniences 
^  ftudy>  from  which,  by  a  policy  as  weak  as  it 
^  iUibend,  you  exclude  diflenters  (thinking,  per- 
^ps,  to  make  us  defpicable,  by  keeping  us  in 
Knorance)  I  do  not  think  that  the  body  of  dif- 
^ting  minifters,  with  all  their  difadvantages, 
•^td  be  afraid  of  a  comparifon  with  you  ;  and  • 
^^Jidid  perfons  among  the  clergy  have  acknow- 
edged  the  benefit  you  have  derived  from  us ; 
^ot  to  fay  that  you  are  indebted  to  us  for  fome 
^  your  greateft  ornaments,  as  Tillotfon,  Butler, 
•d  Seeker. 

Jn  what  you  fay  of  Dr.  Chandler  (whofe  infir- 
"^^ty,  and  I  may  add,  whofe  misfortune,  it  was  to 
•y  too -much  court  to  leading  men,  both  in  the 
*^Kh  and  in  the  ftate)  viz.  that  he  preferred  the 
'^wh  of  England  to  any  other  eftablilhment  of 
^iftianity,  p.  i6i.  it  would  be  no  great  com- 
^^ent  from  me,  if  I  Ihould  fay  it  after  him. 
^^  I  really  cannot  do  it;  and  if  i  could  adopt 
3 .  your 
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your  idea  of  the  tranfmiflion  of  the  pawen  of  i 
the  priefthood  from  the  apofties^  and  was  to  coin 
form  to  any  eftabliihment,  I  fhould  chu&  to  be  ^ 
member  of  a  much  older  and  more  venerable 
eftabliihment  than  yours,  and  in  which  the  claim 
to  that  valuable  fuccefiion  fhould  be  Icfs  liable 
to  litigation. 

As  to  yourlelf  in  particular,  who  are  fo  proud 
of  being  a  cburcbmoHf  it  would  have  been  bappf 
for  the  public,  and  likewife  a  particular  fiid(' 
fadion  to  myfelf,  if  you  had  had  a  g^titcr 
fhare  of  that  learning  of  which  you  think  jmt 
church  poirefTed.  More  information  would  then 
have  been  given  to  our  readers  by  both  of  us  -,  and 
at  leafl:  I  might  have  been  able  to  fay,  with  the 
perfon  who  examined  Dr.  Clarke,  Probi  me  aar^ 
euijli.  All  I  can  now  iay  is,  that  I  have  made 
fome  ufe  of  your  ignorance,  though  I  fhould 
have  made  more  of  your  knowledge^  to  throw 
light  on  the  fubjedt  of  our  difcuffion.  My  tatk 
has  been  much  too  eafy ;  but  I  would  willingly 
have  done  more,  if  there  had  been  any  occafioir 
for  it,  or  indeed  a  propriety  in  it. 

I  am^  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  fcrvant, 

J.    PRIESTLET. 
Birmingham, 

September i  l^^^% 
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The  firft  of  the  following  paragraphs,  which 
was  to  have  been  the  laft  of  Letter  VIIL 
p.  79,  having  been  overlooked  at  the  time 
of  printings  I  have  thought  proper  to  give  it 
in  this  place^  and  to  add  to  it  all  that  fol- 
lows. 

A  DMITTING  that  the  apoftles  had  taught 
any  doftrines  of  a  peculiarly  fublime  na- 
ture, and  above  the  comprchenfion  of  ordinar/ 
bfiriftians  1  yet,  as  all  their  teaching  was  in  ptib- 
[icjand  there  were  nofecrets  among  them^  nothing 
borrefponding  to  the  ntyjieries  of  the  heathens,  the 
ximmon  people  muft  have  heard  of  thefe  fub- 
lime thingsj  and  have  been  accuflomed  to  the 
[bund  of  the  language  in  which  they  were  ex- 
prcfled ;  and  they  would  have  learned  to  refpefc 
J?hat  they  could  not  underftand.  They  could 
icvcr  have  been  offended^  and  fiaggered  at  things 
Nrhich  they,  and  their  fathers  before  them,  had 
dways  been  in  the  hearing  of.       * 

Belides,  this  argument  for  the  novelty  of  the 
lofbrine  of  the  trinity  from  the  offence  that  was 

F  given 
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given  by  it,  in  the  rime  of  TertuUiui  wh( 
far  as  I  can  find,  the  common  people  firft 
ofiti  that  this  clafs  of  pcrfons  were  genei 
unitarians  before,  and  even  afterj  the  council 
Nice,  appears  pretty  clearly  from  fevcral  circum-. 
ftances  in  the  hiftory  of  thofc  times.  Be&k%^ 
that  we  do  not  read  of  any  of  the  laty  bcij^ 
excommunicated  along  with  Noctus,  Paul  cf 
Samofara,  or  Fhotiniis  (though  unitarians  are 
acknowledged  to  have  been  in  great  numben 
\n  their  days,  and  to  have  bcer\  in  comrim* 
nion  with  the  catholic  church)  when  the  tw 
laft  were  depofed  from  their  fees,  the  comnxa 
people  were  their  friends.  After  the  bilhops 
had  depofed  Paul  of  Samofata,  he  could  not  be 
expelloi  from  the  cpifcopal  houfe  till  the  aid  d 
the  emperor  Aurelian  was  called  in>  and  henuf 
be  fuppofed  to  have  been  offended  at  him,  for  hu 
having  been  in  the  iniereft  of  his  rival  Zenobta. 
This  could  not  have  been  neceffary,  if  then* 
jority  of  his  people  had  not  been  with  him,ind 
therefore,  if  his  depofition  had  not,  in  fad,  beta 
unjuft: 

As  to  Fhotinus,  he  was  fo  popular  jn  hit , 
diocefe,  that  hiii  folemn  depoGtion  by  thm 
councils  could  not  remove  him  from  his  fed 
«  He  defended  himfelf,"  fays  Tillemont  (Hif- 
(ory  of  the  Arians,  Vol.  I.  p.  1 16)  *^  againft  U* ' 
«*  authority  of  the  chyrch,  by  the  ^cftion  whick 
«liii 
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I  people  had  for  hinn>  even  to  the  year  351  $ 
ough  his  herefy  began  to  appear  as  early  as 
2>  or  343,  according  to  Socratei^  and  the 
jfebians  condemned  it  in  one  of  their  con* 
Eons  of  faith,  in  345.*'  At  length  the  em- 
r  Conftantius,  a  zealous  Arian,  thought  it  ne« 
Vf  to  interfere,  and  get  him  baniftied  in  a 
icil  held  at  Sirmium  itfelf.  I  may  add,  that 
cellus  of  Ancyra  left  Galatia  full  of  uni- 
ns,  as  Bafil  afterwards  found  to  his  coft« 
the  body  of  chriftians  in  thofe  times  been 
Tdly  trinitarians,  we  diflenters,  who  are 
J  much  in  the  fame  fituation  with  unita* 
•  in  thofe  times,  not  having  the  countenance 
)vernment,  know  well  how  ready  the  com- 
people  would  have  been  to  take  an  adtive 
in  thofe  affairs. 

Sabellianifm,*'  which  Was  pricifely  the  fame 
1;  with  unitarianifm  in  former  times.  Dr.  Lard- 
Stys  (Credibility,  Vol.  IV.  p.  606)  •*  muft 
ve  been  very  agreeable  to  the  apprehenfiona 
many  people.  Eufebius  fpeaJcs  of  its  in- 
afing  very  much  in  Egypt,  when  Dionyfius 
Alexandria  oppofed  it.  According  to  Atha- 
ius,  the  occafion  of  Dionyfius  writing 
on  that  head,  was,  that  fome  of  the  bijbeps 
Africa  followed  the  doSrine  of  SabelUus^  and 
f  prevailed  to  fucb  a  dtgree^  that  the  $on  of 
twas/carce  any  longer  pretKbed  in  the  cbnreke^*^ 

Pa  It 
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It  is  alfo  remarkable  that  the  firft  treatif 
was  ever  written  againft  the  unitarian  dofirii 
that  of  TertuHian  aj;ainft  Praxeas,  with  \ 
he  was  particularly  provoked,  on  account  ( 
adive  part  he  had  taken  againft  Montanu 
getting  him  excommunicared  and  expelled 
the  church  of  Rome.  This,  fays  Le  Sueur 
the  caufe  of  the  bitterntfswjth  which  Terti 
wrote  againft  him. — Now  there  were  trc 
^ainft  thtf  Gnoftics  in  a  much  earlier  pt 
Why  then  were  none  written  againll  the  i 
rians,  fincc  pure  unitarlanifm  was  certain 
old  as  Gnofticifm  i  and  if  it  had  been  d;en 
here^  at  all,  it  would  certainly  have  been  rhc 
to  be  of  the  moft  alarming  naturtTj  as  it  is 
fidercd  at  prcfent  ?  In  the  opinions  of 
who  are  now  called  crtbod^x,  the  Gro!";  irs  the 
much  more  honoiirjbly  (if  Cliiift  than  the 
tarinns  did.  The  unitarians  were  likewife  t 
more  numerous,  and  in  ilic  bofom  of  the  cl 
irfclf,  a  eircumftancc  whicJi  might  be  cxp 
fp  render  them  peculiarly  obnoxious. 
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I  ShaU  extend  this  AppendiXy  in  order  to  ob^ 
ferve  that,  to  the  many  falfe  charges  and  in* 
fioiiattons  of  Dr.  Horfley,  which  are  noticed  in 
ibe  preceding  Letters,  he  has  added  another 
|0  exculpate  himfelf  for  the  contempt  which  he 

[fkd  expreffcd  of  diffcnters.  "  If  yon  are  ftill/* 
kcfays,  p.  172.  '^  difpofcd  CO  be  indignant  about 
^  this  harmlefs  word*'    (conventicle)   *^  recol« 

.    kdy  I  befeech  you,  with   what  refpe£fc  yoil 

>f  liare  yourfelf  treated  the  venerable  body  to 

*  Which  I  belong,  the  clergy  of  the  eftablifli- 

^ent.    You  divide  it  into  two  clalTes  only^ 

*thc  ignorant  and  the  injincere.   Have  I  no  ftiarc 

Ui  this  opprobrium  of  my  order?     Have  I  no 

'  Hght  to  be  indignant  in  my  turn  ?** 

X  do  not  pretend  to  recoUeft  all  that  I  have 
*^ttcn,  but  I  have  fuch  a  confcioufnefs  of  never 
^^ng  meant^  or  intended  to  fay^  what  Dr.  Horfley 
charges  me  with,  that  I  will  venture  to 
^rt,  that  he  cannot  have  any  more  authority 
^this,  than  for  the  privileges  granted  to  the 
^Xfifti  chriftians  of  Jerufalem  on  their  abandon- 
^^  the  ceremonies  of  their  old  religion.  Tha^ 
^^ny  of  the  clergy  are  ignorant^  none  can  deny  ^ 
^<aufe  it  is  true  of  every  body  of  d^gy  in  tho 

Q^  worlds 
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world  i  tnd  that  fome  are  ixfincere^  may  alio  % 
out  great  uncharitablencfs,  be  fuppofed  of  a 
large  body  of  men.     Of  one  kind  of  infincer 
the  fa£t  is  too  evident  to  be  denied  of  fever 
of  the  members  of  the  church  of  England, 
no  man  can  be  fincerc  in  profeffing  to  bdin 
what  he  openly  writes  againft.     And  are  i 
jiot  perfons  in  communion  with  the  church  of  1 
'  England,  who  publicly  controvert  the  articles  of  ] 
it  i  which  articles,  while  they  continue  in  the  . 
church,  and  cfpectaJly  if  they  officiate  in  it,  they  < 
vircually  profcis  to  believe.     TJuc  nuoy  aic 
both  learned  and  fincerc,  I  have  acknowMged 
with  refpeft  to  the  clergy  of-the  church  c^Rome: 
and  I  think  'I  could  hardly  fay  lefs  of  thofc  of 
the  church  of  England.    I  Ihall,  therefore,  con- 
fider  this  charge  of  Dr.  Horfley,  as  a  mere  rt- 
/kmfry,  till  he  Ihall  produce  fome  evidence  for  it  { 
and  if,  in  any  of  my  writings,  he  can  find  fu&   ' 
cient  authority  for  his  accufation,  I  here  retraft 
what  I  advanced,  and  afk  pardon  for  it. 

The  learning  of  many  divines  In  the  church  of 
Rome,  and  that  of  England,  1  have  never  de- 
nied. Bilhop  Hurd  I  have  ftiled  Uarned  and  abkt 
though,  in  my  opinion,  nothing  can  be  weaker 
than  his  rcafoning  on  the  fubjcA  of  church  efta- 
blilhments.  As  to  Jincerity,  I  have  always  been 
ready  to  acknowledge  it,  with  refpeft  to  both 
the  churches.  As  one  proof  of  this,  I  Ihall 
quote  a  pafTage  from  the  Sermon  I  preached  011 
tt(ti}ting  the  pafieral  office  \n  this  place,  p.  30. 
*  "  Think 
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r<*  Think  not  that  the  mc^  fervent  zeal  for  what 
1^  are  appreheoded  to  be  the  genuine  doftrines  of 
I  '*  the  gofpel  is  at  all  inconfiftent  with  true  cbrif- 
*  tidH  cbarityt  which  always  judges  of  particular 
f  perfons  according  to  the  advantages  they  have 
**  enjoyed,  and  of  the  final  ftate  of  men  by  their 
"  fmcerhy  only.  And  for  my  own  part,  I  have 
"  no  doubt}  but  that,  though  the  church  of 
*'  Rome  be  the  proper  Anticbrifi  of  the  apoftles, 
*'  not  only  innumerable  zealous  papifts>  but 
'*  even  fome  popes  themfelves,  and  fince  the  re- 
**  formation,  will  fit  down  with  Luther,  with  Cal- 
"  vin,  and  with  Socinus,  in  the  kingdom  of  our 
**  Lord  and  Saviour  Jefiis  Chrift.  Known  unto 
*'  God  alone  are  the  hearts  of  men ;  and  the 
"  man  who  honeftiy  purfues  truth,  and  who 
^'  a£ts  according  to  the  befi  lights  that  God 
**  gives  him  an  opportunity  of  acquiring,  will  be 
**  he  whom  the  God  ef  truth  and  uprighcnefs  will 
•*  approve  j  and  none  will  fuffer  a  greater  or 
^*  more  juft  condemnation  than  thofc  who  bold 
"  the  truth  in  unrigbteoufnefs.  Much  rather  would 
"  I  be  in  the  cafe  of  many  worthy  perfons  in  the 
"church  of  England,  or  the  church  of  Rome, 
"  who  at  the  fame  time  that  they  are  fully  fen- 
"  fible  of  the  corruptions  and  errors  of  the  iyftem 
"  in  which  they  are  entangled,  arc  not  able  to 
'*  break  their  chains,  than,  from  a  fpirit  the  re- 
"  vcrfe  of  that  of  the  gofpel,  make  an  improper 
"  ufe  of  my  own  liberty  by  infiilting  them." 

Will 
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TJ  A  V I N  G  Ihewn  Ihefe  Letters  to  fome  of  my 
friends,  and  been  favoured  with  their  re- 
marks, I  wifli  to  add  the  following  explanations. 

I.  P.  30.  A  paflage  has  been  pointed  out  to  me 
in  Grorius  (Opera,  vol.  II.  p  5.)  in  which  he  fpeaks 
of  the  Nazarenes  as  "  holding  the  common  faith 
*'  of  other  chriftians  with  refpedt  to  Chrift, 
*'  which  the  Ebionites  did  not."  But  as  the 
opinion  of  the  Ebionites,  of  which  he  is  there 
fpeaking,  was  that  Chrift  was  the  fon  of  Jofeph> 
all  that  can  be  inferred  from  the  palTage,  is  that, 
in  his  opinion,  the  Nazarenes  differed  from  the 
Ebionites  by  believing  the  doftrine  of  the  mira- 
culous conception.  By  the  common  faith  of  chrif- 
tians, in  that  e^rly  age  ffuppofing  him  to  have 
had  a  view  to  the  doftrine  concerning  Chrift,  ■ 
more  extenfively  confidered)  Grotius,  no  doubt, 
meant  his  own  opinion,  which  was  far  from 
that  high  orthodoxy,  which  Dr.  Horfley  afcribes 
to  the  Nazarenes. 

Grotius  alfo  fays  that  *'  it  is  well  obferved 
"  by  Sulpitius  Sevcrus,  that  all  the  Jewilh  chrif- 
"  tians  till  the  time  of  Adrian,  held  that  Chrift 
•<  was  God,  though  they  obferved  the  law  of 
•'  Mofes,"  in  the  palTage  which  I  have  quoted 
R  from 
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from  him,  p.  41.  But  the  fenfe  in  which 
tius  underftood  the  term  God  in  this  place, 
be  explained  by  his  own  fentiments  concemi 
Chrift.  As  to  Sulpitius  himfelf,  he  muft 
con0dered  iia  -hftving  f^id  nothing  more 
that  "  almoftali  the  Jews  at  Jcruf^lcm  were  cl 
f «  tians,  though  they  obferved  thp  law  of  Mofcs/ 
This  writer's  mere  aflertion  that  the  Jcwilb 
chrilliqns  held  Chrifl:  to  be  God^  in  the  proper 
fenfe  of  the  word^  unfupported  by  any  reafoDsfor 
it,  is  even  lefs  to  be  regarded  than  that  of  Eufe- 
bius. 

II.  The  latter  part  of  the  quotation  from 
Chryfoftom,  p.  93.  will  admit  of  a  tranflation 
more  favourable  to  my  purpofc,  by  introducing 
a  parenthcfis,  and  a  note  of  interrogation,  as 
follows.:  "  How  could  men  who  were  then  firft 
"  taken  from  their  altars,  idols,  &c.  (for  fiich 
"  was  the  worlhip  of  the  heathens)  and  being 
**  then  firft  brought  off  from  thefe  abominations, 
"  readily  receive  fublime  doctrines  ?" 
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^  H  E  N,  in  the  advcrtifmcnt  of  my 
Hifiory  of  early  Opinions  concerning 
nji,  I  pledged  myfclf  to  fliew,  that  Dr. 
"Jley^s  Remarks  on  my  Letters  to  him 
:c  *•  as  defedive  in  argument,  as  they 
re  in  temper,"  I  did  not  mean  that  I 
uld  animadvert  upon  them  immediately^ 
irery  foon ;  but  intended  to  wait  till  I 
uld  hear  what  would  be  objected  to  that 
jcr  work,  and  then  reply  to  him  and 
ers  at  the  fame  time.  I  found,  how-i 
r,  that  the  advertifement  had  raifed  a 
leral  expe<Sation  oi  2l  fpeedy  Kip\y  to  Dr, 
•rfley  in  particular;  and  being  unwiU 
I  to  difappoint  any  expeftations  I  had 
n  unintentionally  excited,  and  more  un* 
ling  to  appear  defirous  of  (hrinking 
[Q  this  difcuflion,  I  have  done  at  prefent 

what 


VI 


P     R     E      F      A      C      E. 


what  many  of  my   friends  will  prol 
think  might  as  well  have  been  defen 
while  longer. 

Bcfides,  as  Dr.  Horfley's  Remarks  WB*1 
written  before  he  had  feen  my  large  HlftorjTf  j 
I  thought  it  might  not  be  amifs,  in  thii  ^ 
manner,  to'clofe  the  Jlrfl  adl  in  our  drama\ 
the  fecond  being  referved  for  what  may  be 
occafioned  by  that  work,  which  will  prcH 
bably  be  much  more  confiderable  than  any 
thing  that  has  been  produced  by  the  Hifiorj 
of  the  Corruptions  of  Chriflianity.  And  my 
defign  (after  the  termination  of  the  prc- 
fent  difcuflion  with  Dr.  Horfley,  which 
muft  foon  come  to  an  iflue)  is  to  wait  i 
year  or  two,  till  I  fee  what  the  publication 
of  my  large  work  on  this  fubjecS  fhall  pro- 
duce, and  then  to  reply  to  all  my  opponents 
at  once ;  frankly  acknowledging  any  mif- 
takes  I  fliall  appear  to  have  fallen  into,  aod 
vindicating  whatever  I  fliall  think  capable 
of  it,  and  deferving  it. 

Agreeably 
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Agreeably  to  this  fchcme,  I  have  annexed 
thefe  Letters  fome  Remarks  on  the  ninth 
mber  of  Mr.  Howes* s  Obfervations  on  books 
■cient  and  modern,  in  which  he  has  begun 
s  attack  upon  me.  But  in  this  I  have 
«n  very  concife,  expecting  to  have  an  op- 
Ttunity  of  treating  the  fubjeds  more 
■gely  when  I  confider  what  he  has  farther 
produce.  Mr.  White  alfo  cannot  de- 
ne the  difcuflion,  and  I  have  heard  of 
i  threats  of  others.  We  may,  confe- 
cntly,  hope  that  this  controveriy  (to 
lich  I  find  that  much  attention  is  given  in 
cign  countries)  will  foon  come  to  a  pro- 
•  termination,  fo  that  learned  men  in  all 
ions  will  not  long  remain  in  uncertainty 
th  rcfped  to  any  thing  of  importance  re- 
ing  to  it. 

A.S  this  is  a  controverfy  that  will  pro- 
»!y  have  lafting  confequences,  let  all  who 
^ge  in  it,  on  either  fide,  be  careful  to 
[uil  thcmfclvcs  in  proportion  to  the  cha- 
ler  which  they  apprehend  they  have  at 
<x  i  but  above  all,  let  truth  be  our  great 
objeft, 


••• 
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objeft.  Our  readers  will  eafily  pcrctti 
whether  it  be  fo  or  not.  We  (hall  fooni 
deceive  ourfelves  than  them.  Andleail  of 
all  can  we  impofe  upon  that  great  being 
who  is  the  God  of  truth ^  who  fccrctly  guides 
all  our  purfuits,  and  whofe  excellent  pur- 
pofes  will  be  anfwered  by  them,  widi 
whatever  views  we  may  engage  in  them. 


N.  B.  Though  an  account  of  the  State  of  Cal 
vinifm  among  the  Dijfenters^  on  which  Dr.  Horflcjr 
enlarges  io  much,  has  but  little  to  do  with  the  ob- 
jedof  our  controverfy,  I  fliould  have  faid  feme- 
thing  more  on  this  fubjc6l^  but  that  I  hear  it 
will  be  confidcrcd  by  a  perfon  who  is  exceedingly 
well  qualified  to  inform  the  public  concerning  it, 
and  to  explain  the  caufe  of  Dr.  Horfley's  very  grofs 
and  palpable  miftake. 


ERRATA. 
N.  B.  fb)  fignifics  from  the  bottom  of  the  page. 
Page  20,  li[;e  a,  fhj/or  14,  reaJ  i. 

line  I,  C^J/^r  ^>»  read  16. 

s8,  lioe  11,  ntti,/or  rcgii,  read  rtgio. 
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A  N 


INTRODUCTORY  LETTER 


Rfev.    Sir, 

IN  the  courfe  of  our  controverfy,  you  maintained 
that  ttiere  was  a  church  of  trinitarian  Jewijb 
cbriftians  at  JcrufnUm  after  the.  time  of  Adrian i 
and  as  the  account  that  Origen  gives  of  the  (late  of 
things  in  his  time  does  not  admit  of  the  exiftence 
of  fuch  a  church,  you  fcruplcd  not  to  fay,  that  "  he 
**  had  recourfc  to  the  wilful  and  deliberate  allega- 
•^  tion  of  a  notorious  falfehood."  This  you  did 
on  (o  little  fdundation,  that  I  charged  you  with 
being  a  fatfifier  of  hijiory^  and  a  defamer  of  the  cha- 
ra&er  of  the  dead. 

On  this  article  you  have  thought  proper  (not* 
wlthftanding  your  previoufly-declared  refolution  to 
the  contrary)  to  make  your  defence,  in  which  you 
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produce  five  paflagcs  from  ancient  wricerSj  two 
Origen  hicnfelfj  two  from  Jerom,  and  one  from  £pi-^ 
phanius.     In  thefe  Leiiers  I  undertake  to  flioir 
that»   though  you   have  taken  eighteen  mondu 
to  write^  and  to  revife  your  Remarks  you  have 
grpfsly  mifunderftood,  or  mi(applied»  all  the  paf- 
fiiges,  fo  that  not  one  of  them  is  to  your  par- 
pofey  and  my  charge  dill  remains  in  its  full  force: 
For  the  juftncfs  of  my  interpretation  of  the  paf&ga 
in  quelHon,  I  appeal  to  all  who  haVe  any  preteo- 
fions  to  fcholarfliip,  in  this  or  any  other  counry, 
and  in  this  public  manner  I  call  upon  you  to  vindi- 
cate jr^irr  (mn. 

On  this  article,  at  leaft^  an  article  deliberately  fe- 
Icfted  by  yourfelf,  let  the  controvcrfy  between  us 
come  to  a  fair  ifTue.  Nothing  has  been^  or  fhall  be 
wanting  to  it  on  my  part;  and  therefore  the  Public 
will  certainly  expefb  your  explicit  and  fpeedy  sn- 
fwer, 

I  am. 

Reverend  Sir, 

Your  very  humble  Servant, 


J.  PRIESTLEY. 


Birmingbamy  June  i,  ijZ6. 
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LETTER         I. 
Of  the  Veracity  of  Origen. 

Rev.  Sir, 

A  FTER  having  indulged  your  indolence,  as  you 
jL  fay,  p.  I,  eighteen  months,  I  am  happy  to 
nd,  that,  notwithftanding  your  opinion,  ib.  of  my 
anifeft  infufficiency  as  your  antagonift  (which,  you 
bfcrve,  p.  2,  "  left  you  at  liberty  to  indulge  your- 
felf  without  feeming  to  dcfert  your  caufe*')  there 
as  fomething  in  my  Letters  to  you  that  has  at 
ngth  roufed  you  to  make  a  reply.  To  me  this  is 
very  high  gratification.  For  my  predominant 
ifpofition  not  being  indolence,  I  rejoice  in  any  cir- 
imftancethat  contributes  to  keep  the  fubjedof  our 
mtroverfy  in  view ;  being  'confident  that  nothing 
Jt  a  continued  attention  to  it  is  requifite  to  a 
cedy  decifion  in  favour  of  the  caufe  that  1  have 
poufed,  wmch  I  cannot  help  confidering  as  of  the 
rated  importance  to  the  caufe  of  chriftianity  itfclf. 

I  fliould  have  been  more  pleafed  if  you  had  pur- 
!cd  the  difcuffion  of  every  article  in  debate  bc- 
/een  us ;  but  as  you  have  thought  proper  to  con- 
ic yourfelf  chiefly  to  what  relates  to  the  orthodoxy 
f  the  primitive  Jewifli  church,  I  muft  do  the 
me,  firft  confidering  what  you  have  advanced  in 
xier  to  impeach  the  veracity  of  Origen,  and  then 
C  teftimonics  of  Epiphanius  and  Jerom,  as  evi- 
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dcnccs  of  the  cxiftence  of  a  whole  church  of 
dox  Jews  ac  Jerufakm  after  the  time  of  Adrian. 

**  In  the  fecond  book  againft  Celfus"  (to  ufe  yoor 
own  words,p.2  2.)  "  near  the  beginningof  the  book, 
Origen  aflerts,  of  the  Hebrew  chriftians  of  bb  \ 
own  timeSi  without  exception,  that  they  had  oot  | 
*^  abandoned  the  laws  and  cuftoms  of  their  ancet 
'^  tors,  and  that  for  that  reafon  they  Were  calkd 
•'  EbionitesJ'  This  is  alfo  the  appellation  that  he 
gives  to  all  the  Jewifh  chriftians,  of  whom  be 
makes  two  clafics,  one  of  them  believing  the  mi- 
raculous conception  of  Jcfus,  and  the  other  deny- 
ing it ;  but  neither  of  them  admitting  his  divi- 
nity. 

This  teftimony  of  fuch  a  perfon  as  Origen  to  the 
unitarianifm  of  all  the  Jewifh  chriftians  in  bis  tim^ 
goes  fo  near  to  prove  the  unitarianifm  of  the  great 
body  of  Jewifh  chriftians,  and  confequently  of  the 
chriftian  church  in  general,  in  the  tini%of  the  apof- 
tles^  that  I  do  not  wonder  at  your  wifhing  to  k\.  ic 
afide  ;  and  it  is  fo  full  and  exprefs^  that  you  have  no 
other  way  of  doing  it,  than  by  maintaining  that  this 
moft  refpeftable  man  knowingly    afTcrted  an  un- 
truth.    You  even  add,  p.  28.  30.  that  you  would 
not  take  his  evidence  upon  oath.      Indeed,  this 
writer  was  fo  circumftanced,  in   confequence  of 
living  fo  near  Judea,  and  fomctimes  in  it,  that  he 
could  not  but  have  known  whether  there  was  any 
confiderable  body  of  Jewifti  chriftians  who  believed 
the  dodtrine  of  the  trinity,  and  who  had  abandoned 
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Ac  cuiloms  of  their  anceftors,  or  not ;  fo  that  if 
what  he  afierted  be  an  untruth,  it  rnuji  have  been  a 
il/ul  one,  and  (as  fcrving  the  purpofc  of  his  argu- 
)  Si  deliberate  one. 


There  are,  however,  fome  circumftances  attend- 
ing this  charge  of  a  wilful  falfehood  againft  Origen, 
that  I  ihould  have  thought  might  have  made  yo;^ 
paufe  before  you  had  advanced  it  fo  confidently  as 
|ou  have  done. 

The  general  charader  of  Origen  makes  the  fup* 
pofition  highly  improbable.  For  he  was  a  man  not 
more  diftinguifhed  by  his  genius  and  learning  (in 
which  he  had  confeflfedly  no  fuperior  in  the  age  in 
which  he  lived)  than  he  was  by  his  integrity,  and 
his  firmnefs  in  the  cauie  of  chriftian  truth  i  and 
when,  in  a  fubfequent  age,  his  opinions  were  deem* 
ed  CO  be  heretical,  his  greatefl:  enemies  left  his  moraf 
charafter  unimpeached.  In  fuch  efteem  was  he 
univerfally  held,  that,  as  Eufebius  informs  us,  it  was 
generally  faid  of  him,  "  As  was  his  fpeech,  fuch 
^'  was  his  conduct ;  and  as  was  his  conduct,  fuch 
**  was  his  fpeech  *  :'*  his  eloquence  and  the  virtues 
of  his  life  correfponding  to  each  other.  And  yet  this_ 
is  the  man  whofe  evidence,  becaufe  it  makes* 
BgjidtA  yourfelf,  you  declare  that  you  would  not  ad- 
mit upon  oath. 

♦  OieBfytnratf  Aoyw  roiorJk  fsm  rev  rpo^rov'  3^  om  rm  rjoww 
roMpSt  1^  TOP  Aoyov  «9n&i«ri3o.      Eufeb.  Hifi*   L.  vi.  cap.   3. 
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Had  the  teftimony  of  Origen  ^  the  ui 
of  the  great  body  of  Jewifli  chriftians  not  been  w^ 
founded,  it  was  greatly  the  purpofe  of  many  of  ihr 
early  writers  (and  particularly  of  Eulehlus,  vfai' 
munuined  the  novelty  of  the  UDitarian  do£liine}  lO 
have  refuted  it.  But  neither  Eufebius,  nor  any 
other  ancient  writer,  the  moft  atealous  fororthodoa^, 
and  the  moft  hoftile  to  Origin  on  ocher  accouoOfe 
has  atteipptcd  it.  Might  it  not  have  been  expc&d 
of  Eu&bius  in  particular,  that  after  he  had  cofMcd 
Origen's  account  of  the  Ebionitesj  by  dividing  dicffl 
into  two  clafles,  juft  as  he  had  done  (viz.  fome  of 
them  believing  the  miraculous  conception,  and 
others  not)  he  would  have  added  chat>  nocwith- 
ftanding  what  Origen  bad  faid  to  the  contrary, 
many  of  them  had  abandoned  the  law  of  Moles, 
and  were  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift  ?  But 
he  has  not  done  any  fuch  thing.  He  therefore  muft 
have  known  that  he  could  not  dp  itj  and  he  was  not 
difpofed  to  tell  a  wilful  lie  io  the  cafe.  Indeed,  I 
am  willing  to  think,  that  few  perfons  arc  fo  aban- 
doned as  (o  be  capable  of  doing  tbis« 

Witji  rcfpeft  to  this  partjcplar  affertion  concern- 
ing (t)e  ft^te  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians  in  the  time  of 
Origen,  it  is  fo  circumftanced,  that  if  he  had 
even  been  capable  of  affcrting  a  faifchood,  iJbis  was 
the  laft  that  he  would  have  had  recourfe  to  j  becaufe 
he  was  writing  in  a  public  controvcrfy,  in  which  he 
has  infifted  largely  on  this  particular  article,  and  in- 
fulted  his  adver&ry  for  his  ignorance  of  a  notorious 
faft.    In  this  fituation,  he  muft  have  been  nothing 

lefs 
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^fefs  than  infatuated,  to  have  advanced  what  all  his 
leaders  mufl:  have  known  to  be  falfe.  A  falfehood 
lb  circumllanced,  and  which  muft  have  been  a  wil- 
ful one»  would  have  been  fo  evidently  ruinous  to 
lus  credit,  and  fo  faul  to  his  caufe,  that  he  muft 
have  been  a  fcx>l  not  to  have  feen  it. 

Befides,  this  particular  circumftance,  of  the  chrif- 
dan  Jews  not  abandoning  the  cuftoms  of  their  an- 
ceftors,  was  not  of  fo  much  conlequence  to  his  ge- 
neral argument  in  defence  of  chriftianity,  but  that  he 
might  very  well  have  negledted  it.  Nothing, 
therefore,  but  a  perfe£b  confidence  that  what  he  did 
advance  was  true,  could  have  led  him  to  make  any 
declaration  on  the  fubjedt. 

What  is  more  extraordinary  ftili,  you  fay,  p.  25, 
'*  he  himfclf  contradided  his  own  afiertion,  at  no 
<^  greater  diftance  than  the  third  fe£lion  of  the 
**  feme  book ;  where  the  good  Father,'*  as  you  ironi- 
cally call  him,  *^  takes  quite  another  ground  to  con- 
"  fute  his  adverfary."  Certainly  this  muft  be  thought 
CO  be  a  priori^  in  the  higheft  degree  improbable. 

1  Ihall  now  confider  this  flagrant  contradidtion,  by 
which  this  great  man  (for  fo  all  the  world  has  ever 
called  him)  is  fuppofed  to  confute  himfelf,  and  fo  far 
CO  have  loft  all  charafter,  that  the  Archdeacon  of 
Sc.  Alban's  would  not  take  his  evidence  upon  oath  % 
and  I  fhall  recite  it  in  your  own  words. 

^  At  no  greater  diftance  than  in  the  third  fedion 
^  of  the  fame  book,  the  good  Father  takes  quite  an- 
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^  other  ground  to  confute  his  adverfary  i  he  iafahll 
^  over  his  ignorance  for  not  making  the  diftioAioai 
'  which  he  himfelf,  in  the  allegation  in  queftioOi 
^  had  confounded/  '^  It  4S  my  prefcnt  points  £91 
^*  Origen^  to  evince  Celfus*s  ignorance,  who  hs 
made  a  Jew  fay  to  his  countrymen,  to  Ilraelites 
believing  in  Chrift,  Upon  what  motive  have  you 
*'  deferted  the  law  of  your  anceftors :  But  how  iuve 
•*  they  deferted  the  law  of  their  anceftors,  who  re- 
^  prove  thofe  who  are  inattentive  to  it,  and  fay  Teii 
**  me  ye,  &c  ?'*  '  Then  after  a  citation  of  crrtiin 
^  texts  from  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  in  which  the  apoftle 
^  avails  himfelf  of  the  authority  of  the  law  to  enforce 
'  particular  duties,  which  texts  make  nothing  cither 

*  for  oragainft  the  Jew's  aflertion,  that  the  chriftians 

*  of  the  circumcilion  had  abandoned  their  ancient 
^  laws,  but  prove  only  that  the  difufe  of  the  law,  if 
^  it  was  adtually  gone  into '^difufe,  could  not  be 

*  deemed   a  defertion,    becaufe  it  proceeded  not 

*  from  any  difrcgard  to  the  authority  of  the  law- 

*  giver.     After  a  citation  of  texts  to  this  purpole, 

*  Origen  proceeds  in  this  remarkable  ftrain/  •'  And 
*^  how  confufcdly  does  Celfus's  Jew  fpcak  upon  this 
**  fubjedt,  when  he  might  have  faid  more  plaufih^^ 
"  Some  of  you  have  relinquiflied  the  old  cuftoms 
^^  upon  pretence  of  expofitions  and  allegories. 
^'  Some  again  expounding,  as  you  call  it,  fpiritually, 
*'  neverthelefs,  obferve  the  inftitutions  of  our  aiiccf- 
*^  tors.  But  fome,  not  admitting  thefe  expo- 
fitions, are  willing  to  receive  Jefus  as  the  perfon 
foretold  by  the  prophets,  and  to  obferve  the  law 

f^  of  Mofes,  according  to  the  ancient  cuftoms,  as 

**  having 
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i^  having  in  the  letter  the  whole  meaning  of  the 
«•  fpirit*/'  *  In  thcfe  words  Origen  confcfles  all 
<  tint  I  have  alleged  of  him.     He    confeflfes,    in 

*  contradidton  to  his  former  afTertioQ^  that  he 
^  knew  of  three  forts  of  Jews  profeffing  chriftianity  ; 
'  one  fort  adhered  to  the  letter  of  the  Mofaic  law^ 
'  rejefting  ail  figurative  interpretations :  another 
^  fort  admitted  a  figurative  interpretation,  conform- 

*  ing,  however,  to  the  letter  of  the  precept,  but  a 

*  third  fort  (the  firft  in  Origcn's  enumeration)  had 

*  relinquilhed  the  obfervance  of  the  literal  precept, 

*  conceiving  it  to  be  of  no  importance  in  comparifon 

*  of  the  latent  figurative  meaning.' 

This  contains  the  whole  of  your  curious  reafon- 
ing,  in  which  you  fuppofe  that  Origen,  in  treating 
of  the  fame  fubjedt,  and  in  continuation  of  the  fame 
argument,  has  given  you  this  pretence  for  impeach- 
ing his  veracity  as  you  have  done.  But  furely  this 
writer,  who  mufl:  have  known  his  own  meaning, 
could  not  have  imagined  that  he  had  reajly  contra- 
diAed  himfelf  in  two  paiTages,  not  in  difierent 
'works,  written  at  different  times,  or  in  diftant  parts 
of  the  fame  work  (in  which  he  might  have  forgotten 

dyvetimof  wAetyoilBfw  nveiy,  ori  ring  fu»  nfun  Mala>VMvao'i  ra  tSif 

tjr€eryO0>>ia9it  Wfwisc3m»h  >fo  vrlcv  ravcOpia  Tn^stli'  riyi^dk,  ait 
ftiryvyMyoii  ^H^s^ds  tcvlnaw  vapaitiaadat  ag  vfofiii&tvla,  mm  rw 
i/imfrimt  vofiw  mptJcu,  McBa  ra  vcSfia '  u$i»  tvi  Xf in  fx^'(  ''w 
m^tihi  TS  iBvtviJLc3og  i«y.     Lib*  ii«  p.  59. 

what 
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what  he  had  faid  in  one  of  the  paflages,  when  hi' 
was  writing  the  other)  but  in  the  fame  work,  the* 
fame  pare  of  the  work,  and  in  paragraphs  ib  voy 
near  to  each  other.  And  I  believe  nobody  befoit 
yourfelf,  ever  imagined  that  there  was  any  contra-* 
di£Uon  in  them  at  all. 

In  the  former  he  afTcrts,  in  general  terms,  witboot 
making  any  particular  exception^  that  the  Jewilh 
chriftians  adhered  to  the  cuftoms  of  their  anccftors, 
and  in  the  latter,  wliich  almoft  immediately  follows 
it,  he  fays  that  his  adverfary,  who  had  aflcrrted  the 
contrary,  would  have  faid  what  was  more  plaufibh 
(not  what  was  true)  if  he  had  faid  that  fome  of  them 
had  relinquilhed  their  ancient  cuftoms,  while  the 
reft  adhered  to  them  ;  alluding,  perhaps,  to  a  few 
who  had  abandoned  thofe  cuftoms,  while  the  great 
body  of  them  had  not,  which  is  fufEciently  con- 
fiftcnt  with  what  he  had  faid  before.     For  incon- 
lidcrable  exceptions  are  not  regarded  in  general  af- 
fertions.     It  would  have  been  very  extraordinary 
indeed,  if  no  Jewilh  chriftians  whatever  had  aban- 
doned the  rites  of  their  former  religion,  when,  in 
all  ages,  fome  Jews,  whether  they  became  chriftians 
or  not,  have  done  fo.     In  like  manner,  it  concerns 
me  not  to  aflcrt  that  no  individuals  of  the  Jewilh 
chriftians  embraced  the  doftrine  of  the  trinity,  be- 
caufe  my  purpofe  is  fufficicntly  anfwered  \i  the  great 
body  of  thewy  to  whom  the  reft  bore  no  fenfible  pro- 
portion, were  unitarians.  And  though  there  might  be 
a  few  Jewilh  chriftians  who  had  deferted  their  former 
cuftoms,  which  would  have  given  Cclfus  a  plaufibk 

pretence 
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_  rttenee  for  making  fuch  a  divifion  of  them  as  to 
make  thele  one  ot  the  clailes,  yet  tlie  great  body 
of  them  had  not;  and  this  was  fufHcient  tu  remove 
the  reproach  which  Cclfus  had  thrown  out  againft 
ihc  Jewifh  chriftians  in  general. 

That  this  was  really  ths  cafe,  and  that  the  great 
body  of  Jcwifn  clirillians  were  likewifc  unitarians, 
we  have  the  esprels  tcftimony  of  Origen,  uncon- 
tradiftcd,  as  I  have  fliewn,  by  himfelf,  or  any  other 
authority  whatever.  He  could  not  but  be  well  in- 
formed with  refpedt  to  the  faft,  his  veracity  was 
never  impeached  j  and  if  he  had  been  difpofcd  to 
deny  the  truth  (which  he  had  no  temptation  to  do) 
he  wrote  in  circumftances  in  which  his  attempts  to 
falfify  could  not  have  availed  him. 

But  to  prove  Origen  to  be  guilty  of  contradiiSing 
himfelf  is  not  the  only  ufe  you  make  of  the  pa0age. 
You  lay,  p.  27,  "  But  this  is  not  all.  In  the  next 
'*  fcntence  he  gives  us  to  underftand,  though  I 
'*  confcfs  more  indirectly,  but  he  gives  us  to  un- 
**  derftand,  that  of  thefc  three  forts  of  Hebrews 
**  profefling  phriftianity,  they  only  who  had  laid 
**  afide  the  ufe  of  the  Mofalc  law,  were  in  his 
*'  time  confidered  as  true  chriltians."  This  is  ex- 
traordinary indeed;  but  let  us  fee  hoto  it  is  given 
to  be  underJl6od.  Having  found  fo  little  in  your 
clear  concluftons,  I  do  not  exped  much  from  your 
fuppofcd  iiijinuations. 

*  For 


cc 
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*  For  he  mentions  it  as  a  further  proof  of 
^  ignorance  of  Celfus,  pretending,  as  it  tj^ieais 
'  did,  to  deep  erudition  upon  all  fubjeAs,  duty  ia 
^  his  account  of  the  herefles  of  the  chriftian  chufcfa^ 
^  he  had  omitted  the  Ifraelites  believing  in  Jefu^ 
'  and  not  laying  afide  the  law  of  their  ancefixxi. 
''  But  how  fliould  Celfus,'*  he  (ays,  ^'  make  dev 
^*  diftindions  upon  this  point,  who,  in  the  feqoel 
^^  of  his  work,  mentions  impious  hercfieSi  alto- 
^^  gcther  alienated  from  Chrift,  and  others  wUcb 
"  have  renounced  the  creator,  and  has  not  oodoed 
[or  knew  not  of  J  Ifraelites  believing  in  JefuSi 
and  not  relinquifhing  the  law  of  their  finthenV 
^  What  opinion,'  you  fay,  *  is  to  be  entertained  of  a 

*  writer's  veracity,  who  in  one  page  afTcrts  that  the 

*  Hebrews  profcfling  chriftianity  had  not  renounced 
'  the  Jewifh  law,  and  in  the  next  affirms  that  a  part 

*  of  them  had  renounced  it,  not  without  an  inlinaa- 

*  tion  that  they  who  had  not  were  heretics,  not  mic 

*  chriftians.     Ego  huic  testi,   etiam  jurato, 

*  QUI   f  AM    MANIFESTO   FUMOS   VEND^T,    ME  NO:f 

*  CREDITURUM  ESSE  CONFIRMO.' 


*  Axxa  yap  Tro^ev  KfT^u  ra  MeS%  tov  TMTOf  rpeona^m^  o;  ;£ 
aipzffzuv  fjLiv  a^£i)yy  iC;  ra  hi^n  ziarm  a>^pw¥  or  roi^  if^g  c^jwyj 

In^w  'Sftreumlx^^  x)  h  HolaXEiTrovixi  tov  veO^iof  vofuv  j  h  yog  v^oanb 

auToi  ^i\aXf&:ag  oXa  ra  xaix  rw  tottov  tirrauou^  iv  n  ti  ymmf/at 

EUMjxot  'Kctpatotirrai^  a^^  x^  u;  ^x^po;^  ^  o^o$  ts  cascrgvxm  OfiA 
in  a)cit(rM  yr.Sjtifv®-,  rxrctsiyla  osvsypa^tv.    Lib.  ii.  p.  ^g. 

Such 
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.  Such  is  the  curious  inference  of  the  learned  Arch- 
deacon of  Sc.  Albans.  From  this  conftrudion  of 
the  paflage,  a  perfon  might  be  led  to  think  chat 
Origen  rcprcfented  Celfus  as  having  undertaken  to 
g^ye  an  account  of  the  herefies  in  the  chriftian 
church)  and  as  having,  in  that  account,  omitted  the 
IJraeUtis  believing  in  Jefus^  and  not  laying  afide  the 
riies  of  their  anceft$rs ;  and  on  no  other  ground  can 
your  infinuation  (land.  Whereas  the  moft  natural 
conftrudion  of  the  paflage  is,  that  Origen  fays,  '*  It 
'^  is  no  wonder  that  Celfus  fliould  be  fo  ignorant  of 
^^  what  he  was  treating,  when  he  clafled  the  Gnoftics 
'^  along  with  chriftians,  and  did  not  even  know 
'•  that  there  were  Ifraelites  who  profeffed  chrif- 
•*  tianity^  and  adhered  to  the  laws  of  Mofcs." 
Where  then  is  the  mod  diflant  infmuation  that  the 
Ifraelites  beHeving  in  Cbrijl^  and  not  laying  ajide 
ibi  rites  of  their  anceftors^  were  heretics?  That 
the  Gnoftics  were  clafled  with  chriftians,  was 
a  common  complaint  of  the  orthodox  in  that 
age. 

You  ftrangely  allege  another  inftance  of  what 
you  call  prevarication  in  Origen,  in  the  fame  book 
againft  Celfus.  In  the  controvcrfy  with  the  Jews, 
about  the  meaning  of  the  word  Tjoby,  which  he 
contends  fignifies  a  virgin,  he  fays  (Remarks, 
p.  29)  "  The  word  not^,  which  the  LXX  have 
**  tranflated  into  the  word  vofBa®-  [a  virgin]  but 
**  other  interpreters  into  the  word  non^  fa  young 

**  woman] 
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<<  woman]  is  put  too^  as  they  say,  ia 
•*  nomy,  for  a  virgin*." 

On  this  you  remark  as  follows,  ^^  What  is 
^*  as  they  fay  ?  Was  it  unknown  to  the  compiler  of 
*'  the  Hexapla,  what  the  reading  of  the  Hebieir 
<*  text,  in  bis  own  time,  was  ?  If  he  knew  that  it 
«<  was  what  he  woukl  have  it  thought  to  be,  why 
^'  do^s  be  feem  to  aflert  upon  bearlay  only  ?  If  be 
^'  knew  not,  why  did  he  not  inform  himfelf,  that  iie 
*^  might  either  aflert  with  confidence  what  he  hid 
^*  found  upon  enquiry  to  be  true,  or  not  aflert 
<^  what  could  not  be  maintained  ?  Eoo  huic  tbstu 

^^  ETIAMSI  JURATO,    <^I  TAM  MANIFESTO  FUM(» 

"  VENDIT,    ME     NON      CREDITURUM     ESSE     CON'- 
"  FIRMO." 

I  am  adoniihed  that  any  man  could  think  thU 
flate  of  the  cafe  probable.  The  queftion  between 
Origcn  and  the  Jews  was  not  what  was  the  word 
in  the  Hebrew,  but  what  was  the  meaning  of  it  in  a 
particular  place.  But  even,  admitting  that  the  dif- 
pute  was  about  the  true  reading  in  the  originali 
what  great  matter  was  there  in  Origen's  faying  tbe 
Jews  /aid  fo^  when  he  knew  that  what  they  iaid  was 

*  Eov  3f  iH^duoi  tu^sa-ixoywy  to  li:*  n  vap^svo;  fjui  ycyfo^Seu  Xrya 
o^'  oyT  ovIh  i3k  »  vtean^ '  ^tiaofiEv  vpo^  auhf^  ort  fxsv  n  /la  Xf(i(  q 

Lib.].  p»27- 

true? 
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k  Xrue  i  Is  this  a  foundation  on  which  to  affirm'thac 

» you  would  not  take  a  man's  evidence  upon  his 

oath.     What  an  appetite  mud:  a  man  have  for  ca* 

lumny,  who  can  feize  upon  fuch  a  circumftance  as 

this  to  gratify  it  ? 

Foenum  habet  in  cornu^  hunc  tu,  Romane^  caveto. 
I  am^  &c. 


LETTER 


II. 


General  Obfervatkns  relating  to  the  fuppofed  orthodox 
cbtircb  of  Jewijh  cbriftians  at  Jerufalem^  after  the 
time  of  Adrian. 

RsT.   Sir, 

HAVING  fully  confidercd  what  you  have 
alleged  in  fupport  of  your  extraordinary 
charge  of  wilful  faljehood  in  Origcn,  bccaufe  the 
liippofition  of  his  being  an  honell:  man  was  incon- 
Gftent  with  the  exiftence  of  your  church  of  onho- 
dox  Jewiih  chriftians  at  Jerufalem  after  the  time  of 
Adrian^  I  (hall  proceed  to  confider  the  fojitive  evi- 
ietoee  that  you  have  produced  for  the  adlual  exiftence 

of 
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of  fuch  a  church.    But  I  fliall^  lA  the  firft 
mention  fome  obfenrations  of  a  general  natnie  »{ 
Uting  to  the  fubjefi:. 

That  there  was  a  chriftian  church  at  Jerafikai 
after  the  time  of  Adrian,  we  all  acknowledge ;  bat 
you  fay,  p.  41,  '*  the  point  in  difpute  between  osiii 
^'  of  what  membefs  the  church  of  JEli^  was  codh 
**  pofed.  He  fays  of  converts  of  Gentile  ex- 
**  traction,  I  fay,  of  Hebrews,  of  the  very  fiuoe 
'^  perfons,  in  the  greater  part,  who  were  members 
*<  of  the  ancient  Hebrew  church  at  the  time  when 
•*  the  Jews  were  fubdued  by  Adrian." 

1.  Now  that  the  members  of  this  church  were 
not  Jews,  but  Greeks,  I  think  indifputable  from 
this  plain  confidcration,  that  after  the  time  of  Adrian 
the  bifliops  of  that  church  were  Greeks,  and  that 
the  language  in  which  the  public  offices  were  per- 
formed was  Greek ;  whereas  immediately  before  the 
bifhops  had  been  Hebrews,  and  the  public  offices 
had  been  in  the  Hebrew  tongue. 

2.  If  there  was  any  confiderable  body  of  ortho- 
dox Jewifh  chriftiansy  it  is  extraordinary  that  no 
particular  mention  (hould  be  made  of  them  by  any 
ancient  writer.  Jerom  fpeaks  of  his  acquaintance 
wich  learned  Ebionites  by  whom  he  was  taught  the 
Hebrew  tongue.  Living  as  he  did  in  the  country, 
he  might  as  eafily,  on  your  idea,  have  found  learned 
orthodox  Jewifh  chriftians,  with  whom  it  would 
have  been  more  agreeable  to  him  to  alTociate,  unlefi 

you 
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foia  fuppofe  chat  the  learned  Ebionites  were  here- 
tics, and  t^e  unlearned  orthodox. 

3.  As  fo  many  writers  fpeak  of  Ebionites,  or 
leterodox  Nazarenes,  it  would  furely  have  been 
uitural  for  fome  of  them  to  have  added,  that  they 
rcre  not  the  great  body,  or  at  Iraft  not  the  whole, 
►f  the  Jewilh  chriftians.  The  mention  of  the  one 
irould  naturally  have  drawn  after  it,  on  fome  occa* 
ion>  the  mention  of  the  other.  And  yet  no  ancient 
ivriter  fpeaks  of  them. 

4.  As  to  a  whole  church  of  orthodox  Jewidi 
:hriftians  at  Jerufalem,  or  elfewhcre,  we  hear  of  no 
jitercourfe  between  any  fuch  church  and  other  or- 
liodox  churches.  None  of  their  bifhops,  or  de- 
puties from  them,  appear  at  any  council  \  no  appeals 
ire  ever  made  to  them ;  which  would  have  been 
natural,  as  to  the  mother  of  all  the  churches.  This 
is  eafily  accounted  for  on  the  fuppofition  that  all  the 
remains  of  the  Jewifh  chriftians  were  the  poor  and 
lefpifed  unitarian  Ebionites,  refiding  chiefly  beyond 
*hc  fea  of  Galilee,  whofe  numbers  likewife  were  in- 
:onfiderablei  but  hard  to  be  fuppofed,  if  there  were 
my  churches  of  orthodox  Jewilh  chriftians,  refiding 
IC  Jerulalem,  or  elfewhere. 

5*  If  there  was  any  confiderable  body  of  ortho- 
dox Jewifti  chriftians,  why  do  we  never  hear  of  any 
H^rew  gofpels  befides  that  of  Matthew  ?  If  they 
beld  the  do^rine  of  the  orthodox  gentile  churches 
x>nceming  the  perfon  of  Chrift,  it  is  probable  that 
...  C  they 
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they  would  have  had  the  fame  refpeft  for  the 
gofpcls,  and  the  other  books  of  the  New  TeftaiDcib^ 

and  yet  it  is  ahnoit  certain,  that  they  made  liidc 
ufe  of  them. 

By  way  of  apology  for  your  additions  to  the 
fcanty  accounts  of  the  ancients,  concerning  tbecoiK 
quell  of  Jerufalem  by  Adrian,  you  fay,  p.  38, "  The 
**  eccIcCaftical  hiftory  of  thofe  times  is  fo  very  ge- 
^'  neral  and  imperfcd,  that  whoever  attempts  to 
*'  make  out  a  confident  ftory  from  any  aodeor 
*'  writers  which  are  come  down  to  us,  will  find 
^*  himfelf  under  the  ntceiCty  of  helping  out  their 
**  broken  accounts  by  his  own  conjcdtures." 

But  certainly.  Sir,  the  contradiSling  of  an  ancient 
writer,  is  not  the  way  to  help  out  his  accounted 
thing?.  Now  Eufebius,  the  oklcft  writer  who  men- 
tions the  faft,  fays,  that  after  the  taking  of  the  city 
by  Adrian,  the  whole  nation  of  the  Jews  («aiiS:9"» 
which  excludes  all  diftiadion  with  refpedt  to  nligun) 
were  forbidden  even  to  fee  the  dcfolation  of  thdr 
metropolis  at  a  dirtance*.  To  help  out  this  brokm 
Account y  becaufe  it  does  not  contain  all  that  you  wifi) 
it  to  do  (though  I  fee  nothing  broken  in  it)  you  &y 
that  the  Jews  were  allowed  to  remain  in  the  pfactff 
and  enjoy  the  privileges  of  the  ^lian  colony,  on 

ii^,{lai^  vofM  ioy/jLoCn  xai  2iaia{f  jiv  AipiavH  u;  ca  fjoii'  c^ 
S(*poiev  TO  's;ii«ov  iJo^®-  iyHaiuca(/iw,   Hift.  Lib,  iv.  cap.  6.^ . 

condition 
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bndition  of  their  becoming  chridians.  To  help  out 
Ms  addition,  I  would  farther  add^  that  another  of 
:lie  terms  of  the  capitulation  was,  that  they  (hould 
iom  that  time  fpeak  Greek,  as  without  this,  they 
mild  have  derived  no  benefit  from  the  offices  of  a 
jreek  church. 

Sulpicius  fays,  that  by  this  fcvcrity  to  the  inha- 
fftants  of  Jerulaiem,  Adrian  thought  to  dedroy  the 
hriftian  faith.  But  to  this  you  oppofe  the  authority 
f  Grofius  (calling  it,  however,  p.  43,  but  2l  feather 
1  the  fcalc)  that  when  the  Jews  were  excluded,  the 
hriftians  were  allowed  to  remain.  If  your  liberty 
f  helping  out  a  broken  ftory  may  be  exercifed  here, 
(hould  fay,  that  in  the  idea  even  of  this  writer, 
be  Greek  chriftians  might  remain,  but  the  Jewijb 
lOt.  If  any  regard  is  to  be  paid  to  Eufebius,  the 
ildcft  hiftorlan,  or  to  Sulpicius;  who  is  much  more 
ircumftantial  than  Orofius,  and  on  that  account 
ccter  entitled  to  credit,  no  Jews,  chriftians  ot 
icherS)  were  allowed  to  remain  in  the  place. 

T^o  make  your  account  the  more  probable,  you 
ay,  p.  44,  ^'  It  is  a  notorious  fa£t  that  Adrian  was 
'  not  unfavourable  to  the  chriftians,  and  that  the 

*  church  in  his  reign  obuined  a  refpite  from  per^ 

*  iecution.''  But  how  far  did  this  favour  to  chrif- 
ians  extend  ?    You  fay,  "  the  fury  of  their  pcrfe- 

*  caters  was  reftrained  by  the  imperial  refcripts  to 
'  the  provincial  governors,  who  were  directed  not 
^to-prtxrted  againft  the  chriftians^  exc^t  by  way  of 

*  r^ular  trial,  upon  the  allegation  of  fome  cer  ain 

C  2  "  aime. 
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**  crime,  and  when  nothing  more  was  aRegt 
"  the  bare  name  of  chridianity,  to  punifh 
•*  former  as  a  fycophant."  That  is,  as  the 
of  thofe  times  enables  us  to  ioterprec  il^  they  wcn< 
not  to  be  puninied  as  cbriEtians  tilt  thejr  were  proved 
to  be  fo,  which  was  the  cafe  in  the  reign  of  Traj*m 
-buc  does  oot  amount  to  a  toleration  of  the  JenM 
Jerufalemi  on  conditim  of  thdr  cmbractog  duif^ 
unity.  ■* 

1 
Your  favourite  Molheim    Gift  (Hift.  id.  J 
p.  128)  that  what  was  done  by  Adrian  (io  wMl 
ieign  the  perrecucion  of  chriftians  bad  ragpd-iriA' 
peculiar  violence)  was  a  Cokaia  rmewaJ  of  the  Jar  ' 
of  Trajan.    In  the  reign  of  Antoninus  Pius,  butnot  '■ 
before,  it  was  ordered  that  a  maii  bring  proml  | 
to  be  a  chriftian,  fliould  not  be  deemed  fuffideoe  | 
for  his  condemnation,  unlefs  he  was  alfo  proved  10  I 
have  been  guilty  of  fome  crime  againft  the  flan.  ' 
There  is,  therefore^  little  reafon  to  think  that  Adrian 
was  fo  well  difpofed  towards  chriftianity,  as  to  perau 
the  rebellious  Jews  to  remain  in  Jeruliilcin  on  cob* 
dition  of  their  embr«jng  it. 


I  am,  &c. 


LETTER 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.        21 


LETTER       III. 

Of  the  Tejiimony  of  Epiphanius  to  the  Extftence  of  a 
Church  of  Orthodox  Jewijb  Cbrijiians  at  Jerufa* 
lem  after  the  time  of  Adrian. 

Rev.    Sir, 

AFTER  the  preliminary  obfcrvations  contain- 
ed in  the  preceding  letter,  1  (hall  now  con- 
fider  the  teftimony  that  you  have  produced  from 
Epiphanius. 

You  fay.  p.  46,  that  "the/«5(viz.  of  the  return 
of  the  Jews  from  PcUa  to  Jcrufalem,  after  the  wars 
of  Adrian)  of  which  Dr.  Prieftley  has  done  me 
*'  the  honour  to  make  me  the  inventor,  is  aiferted 
••  by  Epiphanius. — The  confidence,"  you  add, 
<<  with  which  he  mentions  this,  as  a  fadt  forged 
**  by  me,  is  only  one  inftance,  out  of  a  great 
«•  number,  of  his  own  (hamelefs  intrepidity  in 
"  affertion." 

If,  Sir,  you  wilh  to  reclaim  a  perfon,  you  fhould 
never  deprive  him  of  all  charafter,  but  fhould 
leave  him  a  little^  a  fmall  root,  from  which  more 
may  afterwards  fpring.  Having  now  no  charac- 
ter to  lofc,  being  capable  of  aflcrting  any  thing, 

C  3  true 
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trae'or  falfe.  thtt  is  likely  to  airfWer  mf . 
I  willy  ^^  with  the  moft  fliaoKlds  inciepidiqfi 
fert,  chat  Epiphtnius  mentions  no  fuch/i9« 
fo  very  confidently  fuppofe  him  to  htvedoML 
ctrefully  pf aminiiig  the  ptfage  wfuch  yM  hNt' 
produced,  1  do  maintun,  that  in  it  he  qmIdbim 
tf^vttion  whatever  of  any  reiwn  of  ^hriAi^  '^M 
ix^^eUa,  iwa^esihatwhurh  Dook  plate  dUlts 
deftruftion  of  Jerufalemiiy  1Bt«lSt«lMliioi«ditf 
any  return  after  the  deftru&ion  by  Adriaiu  TUi 
is  mod  evident,  from  attending  toJdmr^ntfwan 
fcptence  which  follpws  the  words  di^  foy.  hf^ 
quoted^  fhc  ^ole  pafllage  is  aa  ^qprs  ; 

After  mentioning  Aquifa,  as    appointed  hj 
Adrian,  the  infpeftor  of  his  works  at  JEliaji  Epi- 
phanius  gives  the  following  hiftory  gf  bun.— 
^'  Aquila,  living  at  Jerufaleai»  <uid  feeing  thf:  dif- 
^*  ciples  of  the  difgiples  of  the  apoftles  n^riilbiiig 
^'  in  the  faith,  and  working  great  miraclej^^^fpe- 
•  cially  of  healing  (For  they  had  returiied  frpm 
♦*  the  city  of  Pclla  to  Jcrufalcm,  and  taught  there* 
^*  For  when  the  city  w^s  about  to  be  t^ep  by  the 
^^  Romans,  all  th^  difciples  had  been  for^arqed 
'*  by  an  angel  to  leave  the  city,  which  Wfi  ^evot<? 
*'  cd  to  deftruAion.     Tbcfc,  leaving  i?,  went  and 
f\  dw^lt  in  the   abpye-mRjitioned  Pellfj,  beyond 
'^  jfotdiii;  pne  of  thofc  that  were  called  Qec^polisi 
^  but  returning  after  thc'defolation  of  Jeruf2(|caij| 
♦•  as  ']  have  faid,  worke^  mirjiflcs).  4qy jla^  .tbor^ 

*'  ^*«ftcr 
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^  after  fome  time  requefting  the  feal  of  chriftiani** 
■•  ty  [vii.  baptifm]  obtained  it  *." 

.  What  can  be  more  evident,  than  that  the  re- 
turn  of  the  Jewifli  cliriftians  from  Pella,  mention- 
ed ia  this  paflfage  by  Epiphanius>  i$  that  return 
which  followed  the  deftrudion  of  Jerufalcm  by 
Tittti  i  For  be  fpeaks  of  their  having  left  that 
Gity*  antecedent  to  ibis  return  to  it,  in  confcqwnce 
df  being  warned  by  an  angel  fo  to  do«  which  was 
faid  to  be  the  cafe  before  the  deftruAion  by 
Titus,  but  never  before  that  by  Adiiaa  ;  and  it 
was  by  thedifciplcs  of  thofe  who  then  returned, 
that  Aquila  was  converted  to  chriftianity,  which 
was  probably  a  confiderabte  time  before  the  de« 
ftni&ion  of  the  Jews  by  Adrian. 

V 

.  Afisr  the  imperfed  quotation  of  the  paffage  of 
liliicb  I  have  given  the  entire  tranflation^  you  have 

w 

ran  ^a^«y  a^oroXoBf  ca&nlag  m  9ir«,  mcu  o^hm  4Uffa>>a  HTmIq^ 
tccMff,  iaffW9  Mm  oX^y  dotvfie3oiv .  nerav  yap  tnrorpe^ifoAsi  amo  HtY^ 
ffii  voAcof^  f  1$  hpHactyr^  km  iiiaaitcvk; ,  nvuia  yap  iv«eXXcv  n  vOng 
8i^ia»v9ai  vwo  rw  Toiasuw^  vp$ixptifMltff^a;if  uno  ary^xnn  mcU" 
^m  fioMm  fitHarwfoi  airo  ms  vcIKeu^  fjLi>^ffvi^  ofSriy  otroXXivdai ; 
n  Tiifis  mm  fUla^areu  ytvofAvm^  cMHooy  fp  IIiK^  nv  mpoyiygafifjovn 
^Mh  mipen  v^lopiamt  As  c«  S^sroAui^  >rfthxi  eim»  .  fula  ik  tif 

Q  m  AiuAm  miamjysii  tw'  Jutycjam  tu  xpnanrfw  emfiewif .  aiht 
^Qichi^tia  ;cpBWv  Ti»  sti;^(rM  0iffairt3«it  cmc^mSi.  Dc  mei^ 
furb  ex  pondsribus^  Opera,, vol.  s.  p-uiji* 

C  4  the 
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the  aflurancc  to  add,  p.  47,  *'  Whether  this  rctura 
**  of  the  chriftians  of  Jcrufalem  from  Pella,  tocfc 
*^  place  in  the  interval  between  the  end  of  Titus's 
•*  war  and  the  commencement  of  Adrian's^  or  af- 
*^  ter  the  end  of  Adrian's,  is  a  matter  of  no  im- 
<'  portance.  It  is  fufficient  for  my  purpofe  that 
**  thcfc  returned  chriftians  were  refiding  at  Jenifa- 
'^,  km,  or  more  properly  at  ^lia,  at  the  fame 
^*  time  that  Aquila  was  refiding  there,  as  overfeer 
'f  of  the  emperor's  works.  Let  not  the  public  be 
^  abufcd  by  any  cavils  which  ignorance  or  fraud 
*^  may  raife  about  the  chronology  of  the  return.*' 

But  certainly  it  muft  be  of  confequence  to^ 
know,  whether  Aquila  was  refiding  at  Jerufalem 
after  the  dcftruclion  of  that  city  by  Adrian ;  and 
this  is  more  than  Epiphanius  fays,  or  is  at  all  pro- 
bable in  itfclf.  For  the  rebuilding  of  Jerufalctn 
by  Adrian,  in  which  Aquila  was  employed  by 
him,  was  undertaken  in  the  13  th  year  of  his  reign, 
a  year  before  the  revolt  of  the  Jews;  and  it  was 
not  till  the  18th  of  Adrian,  that  they  were  en- 
tirely fubducd. 

According  to  Epiphaniusj  Aquila,  after  bis 
converfion  to  chriftianity  by  the  defcendants  of 
the  Jewifh  chriftians,  who  were  returned  fronts 
Pella  (retaining  his  former  praftices)  was  excom* 
municated  by  them.  After  this  he  became  a  Jew, 
and  applying  himfelf  to  the  ftudy  of  the  fcrip^ 
tures,  made  a  tranflation  of  them  into  Greek. 

This 
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'  This  traaflation  Cave  fuppofes  to  have  been 
nude  A.  D.  128,  or  135^  the  iith  or  nth  of 
Adrian.  His  converfion  to  chriftianitjr,  there- 
fore, was  probably  prior  to  the  reign  of  Adrian ; 
and  yet  that  is  the  only  circumftapce  that  proves 
any  intercourfe  he  ever  had  with  Jewilh  chriftians 
returned  from  Pclla.  On  which  Gde  then  is  tbt 
ijmcrmee,  I  fay  nothing  oi  the  fraud,  of  which  you 
fiifpeft  me  in  this  buOnefs  >  You  muft.  Sir,  dig 
deeper  than  you  have  yet  done,  for  the  foundadoa 
of  this  favourite  church. 

1  am,  &c. 


LETTER       IV. 

Of  tht  Evidence  from  Jerom  in   Faooitr  »f  the 

Exijinee  of  a  Cbarcb  of  Orthodox  Jewifi  Chrif. 
turns  at  Jerufalm  after  the  Time  of  Adrian. 

Ret.    Sii, 

I  COME  now  to  the  two  paflagcs  which  you 
have  quoted  from  Jerom,  That  on  which 
you  lay  the  greateft  flrefs  you  introduce  in  the 
Avowing  manner.  "  But  I  give  him  Origen,'* 
p.  48.  '*  I  will  reft  the  credit  of  my  feventh  poli- 
'*  tion  upon  the  mention  which  occurs  in  Jerom'a 
"  Commentary  upon  Ifaiah,  ofHehrtws  believit^ 
**  in  Qnifit  as  di^nA  from  the  Nazareaes.  Je- 
"ram 
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**  Mm  Mlates  mo  dliffemt  cxpofitioBi  of  the 
M  pbecy  cmoerning  ZalMflon  aod  Na|rfmli,^li 
<ft  fld  in  che  beginning  df  the  gtk  chafucr  of  MU^* 
M  0f  vhich  eiqM>ficions  he  •Tevibti  the  ^m  m  Al 
«  i/ifrratf  ielie^g  »  Gbi|ill>  the  •cber  to  At 
<f  Nammma.  The  idiamficr  given  of  dieft  lie- 
•f  brewit  chat  thcjr  Mwid  in  Ckrijt^  wUhmm  mf 
*f  thing  to  dKftlaguUh  their  bel&rfittNn  tbe'CiMi* 
^  SOU  bdaef  of  the  chureh,  widioot  tof  note  of 
<f.NS  error  or  Impcdeftkin;  b  e  plsAn  chwiAer  ef ' 
cft  complete  ortbodoxyJ 


»» 


It  11  fomewhat  remarkable,  that  having  be- 
fore  maintained,   that  thofe  whom  Jcrom  call- 
ed Nazarenesy  '  in  his  epiftte  tQ-Auftin,   were 
mrtbodox  cbriftiansy  you  (hould  now  allow  that,  by 
the  lam;'  tf  rm,  bc  here  flicans  Turetics  ;  aod  that 
the  phrafe,  believing  in  Cbriji^  fhould  now  be  a 
fh<railer  ef  empkie  9nlh4o7tyy  when  \n  thatcpifflfP 
U  18  predicated  of  the  heretical  Ebioqites.    What 
cliie  can  we  h^ve  to  any  mao's  me^ining,  if  he  be 
fuppofed  to  ufe  terms  in  fuch  different,  and  even 
oppoHte  fenfes ?   When  neither  himfclf,  nor  any 
Qtber  writer^  ever  fay^  that  Khert  wme  two  fudi' 
XCry  diQefeat  kindsi  of  Nazarenes^  what  right  cat 
|Qg  h4ve  to  a4ert  that  there  were  } 

i 

The  p^Qa^e  in  Jerem  on  which*  (hough  yo% 
liy  fo  much  flrefa^  you  do  not  quote^  ii  a» 
fellows.    In  his  interpretation  of  I&iah  v.  is^ 

^ited  ia  Ma».  iv.  6*)  ^ic  %s^,  ^\  Qi^ilee.  o* 


i 
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V  die  Gentiles  Aquila  tranflates  8im(  of  the  Gen* 
^*  tiles,  and  Symmachus  the  boundaries  of  the  Gen* 
^  tiles.  By  SuNi^  wc  underftand  heaps  of  fand  on 
^  ileajcoafts,  or  (bores.  The  Hebrews  believing  in 
*'  Chrit%  interpret  the  pa0age  in  this  manner.  Ac 
^*  firfl;  thefc  two  tnbes^  Zabulon  and  Naphtali, 
*^  were  uken  by  the  Aflyrians,  and  carried  into 
'^  thqr  enemies  country,  and  Galilee  was  deftroyed  i 
^*  which  the  prophet  now  fays  was  relieved,  becaufe 
.  '*  he  bore  the  fins  of  the  people.  But  afterwards 
*^  not  only  the  two  tribes,  but  the  reft  that  dwelled 
^*  beyond  Jordan,  in  Samaria,  were  carried  cap*- 
^^  tive.  And  this  they  fay  the  fcripture  now  de* 
*'  clares,  that  the  country  whofe  people  were  firf^ 
*^  carried  captive,  and  began  to  ferve  the  Babylon 
^^  nians,  and  which  was  firft  involved  in  the  dark- 
U  nefs  of  error,  was  the  firft  to  fee  the  light  of 
^  Chrift  preaching  to  them,  and  from  it  the  gofpel 
^  ^W  preached  to  all  other  nations.  The  Na%ai> 
^*  renes,  whfe  opinion  I  have  given  ahove^  thus  cn« 
^^  deavour  to  explain  the  paflage.  Chrift  coming, 
¥  and  Us  preaching  fhining  forth,  in  the  firft  place 
<^  the  country  of  Zabulon  and  Naphtalim,  being 
•*  delivered  from  the  error  of  the  fcribes  and  phari- 
^  lees,  (hook  from  their  necks  (he  heavy  yoke  of 
V  Jewifli  traditions ;  but  afterwards,  by  the  preach* 
<*  ing  of  the  apoftle  Paul,  who  was  the  laft  of  tho 
**  apoftles,  the  preaching  was  increafed,  or  multi- 
*'  plied,  and  the  gofpel  of  Chrift  (hone  to  the  ut^ 
'!  moft  boundari^  of  the  Gentiles,  and  of  the  ocean* 
••  Then  all  the  world,  which  before  walked,  or  fatu' 
**  iQ   darknefs,  and  was  held  in  the   chains  of 

"  idolatry 
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^*  idolatry  and  death,  faw  the  clear  light  of  tbe 
"gofpclV 

Before  you  can  (how  that  this  paflage,  on  which 
you  lay  fo  much  ftrefs,  is  at  all  to  your  purpoic, 
you  mult  prove  the  three  following  things.  Firfti 
that  tbe  Hebrews  believing  in  Cbrift  were  diflfcrcnt 
from  the  Nazarenes.    Secondly^  that  the  former 

*  Pro  CalfliM  Qentium  Aqaili  ^«r«c  gentinniy  Symmacbus, 
terminot  gentium  iDicrpretaci  funt:  ^iret^,  lutem  tumolci 
intelligimas  arenarum*  qui  vel  in  lictoribos  vel  in  ripis  foBC 
Hebrxi  credentes   in   Chriftum  hunc  locum   ita  ediiTeruDt. 
Primo  tempore  hx  dux  tribui  Z^bulon  et  Nephialim  ab  Af- 
fyriifl   capts  funt  ec  duQs   in  hoAilem  terrain,  &  Gaiilza 
dcfertaeil,  quain  nunc  propheta  dicit  alleviatam  efle,  en  quod 
pcccata  populi  fuftincret.    Folleaauccni  non  folum  duz  tribus, 
fed  et  rciiqusc  quf  habitabani  trans  Jordancm  in  Samaria, 
duflx  funt  in  capiivicatcm.     Et  hoc,  inquiunt  fcriptura  nuoc 
dicit,  quod  rcgii  cujus  populus  primus  ductus  ell  in  captivitacem 
fc  fiabiloniis  fervire  coepit,  et  quiu  prius  in  tenebris  verfabituc 
crrorif,  iple  primum  luccm    pio^dicdniis  viderit    Chrilli,  et 
c;c  ea  in  uoivcrfas  gcncc^  fit  cvangelium  feminatuni.     Nazarzi, 
quoruRi  opinioncm  fupra   potui,  hunc  locum  ica  explanire 
conantur.     Advenicnte  ChrillOy  et  prxdicatiune  iliius  coruf- 
cantc,  prima  terra  Zabi^lon  Sc  terra  Nephtalim  fcribarum  et 
pharifarorom    eft  erroribus   libcrata,    et   graviirimum   iradi- 
tior.um    Judaicarum    jugum    excuflit    de     cervicibus    Aiis. 
Pottca  autem  per  evangclium  apoilcli  Pauli,  qui  novilTiiDUS 
apofliTum  omnium  fuit,  ingravata  ell,  i.  e.  muitiplicata  prs* 
dica-io,  &  in  terminos  gentium  k  vijim  univerfi  maris  ChriHi 
cvangelium  fplenduit.     Der.iqtie  cmnisorbis,qui  ante  amba- 
labat  vel  fcdebat  in  tenebris,  &  idolattise  ac  mortis  vir.culis 
tenebatur,  clarum  cvangelicum  lumen  ai'p exit.   Opera*  vol.  4. 

P.«  33« 

were 
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f  ,rrtft  completely  orthodox ;  and  thirdly,  that  thofe 
.prthodox  Jewilh  chriflians  refided  ac  Jerufalem. 
And  it  appears  to  me  that  not  one  of  tliefe  fuppo- 
fitions  is  at  all  probable. 

That  by  Nazarenes  Jerom  did  not  intend  any 
other  tlian  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Cbrifty  but  only 
fneanc  to  vary  his  mode  of  exprefTion,  is  probable 
from  this  confideration  *,  that,  after  giving  a  tranf- 
lation  of  the  paflfage  by  Aquila  and  Symmachus, 
both  Ebibnites,  he  fpeaks  of  the  interpretation  of  the 
prophecy  by  the  Hebrew  chriftians  in  general,  and 
then  fays,  the  Nazarenes,  wbofe  opinum  be  bad  given 
abovey  explained,  or  illuftrated  it,  in  the  manner  that 
has  been  reprefented.  The  opinion  to  which  he 
referred,  as  given  above^  was,  therefore,  probably, 
that  of  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Cbrijt.  An*  I  the 
explanations  of  the  paflage  are  not  at  all  different 
from  one  another,  but  the  latter  a  farther  illuftration 
of  the  former ;  the  one  being  an  interpretation  of 
the  prophecy,  and  the  latter  a  more  particular  appli- 
cation of  it  to  the  time  of  Chrift,  and  the  gofpel. 

This  paffage,  therefore,  which  you  have  quoted 
as  decifively  in  your  favour,  inftead  of  proving  that 
the  Hebrews  believing  in  Cbriji  were  different  from 
the  Nazarenes y  furnifhes  an  additional  argument 
that,  in  the  idea  of  Jerom,  they  were  the  very  fame 
people ;  if  it  doe;  not  alfo  prove  that  their  opinions 
were  the  fame  with  thofe  of  Aquila  and  Symma* 

chus,  or  of  the  Ebionitcs. 

You 
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Toaitaay,  indeed,  iaj  dutf  fbt  6{iidHr 
Nazareoes  to  wUch  Jerom  Tefen,  w  ffMf 
tno  tbftt  accooAC  of  die  Niuutttes  lirhkArh 
his  commentary  on  the  pnsced&iB  diaqpcery  itiS' 
<*  thdr  fo  receiving  Chrifl;  as  not  to  abandon  the  cU^ 
^  kw/'  But  the  remotehefs  of  the  pafliigbr  and*!!! 
iMmng/ik)  itfadbn  tp  thfe  fubj«a  of  tMik^ 
iog.in  his  commentary  Ob  the  ninth  chafXe^  ttridf 
it  impn^MUe. 

2,  Adtnitdng^tbat  jetom  rilbdiid  to  fodat  ^ 
faenco  betwccii  the  Hdhftws  hiUtviMg.  htG^yfftnA 
thi  Naae^nMiSf  it  is  far  from  felkiwitigt  tharthtf 
former  were  ^mpUiefy^prtiiodBlx,  and  the^  iotler  was 

For  the  phrafe  believing,  in  Cbrijt'  is  applied  bodi 
by  Origen  and  Jerom  to  the  heretical  Jewilh  chris- 
tians. His  not  exprefsly  faying  that  they  were  ie- 
refics  in  this  place,  on  which  you  lay  (o  muchftrefs,r 
can  never  prove  that  they  were  complereiy  orthodoxy 
fince  their  hercfy  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  fubjcft- 
of  which  Jerom  is  here  treating. 

« 
All  the  difference  between  thcfe  two  defcriptions 

of  Jewifh  chriftians  that  Jerdm  dan  be  fuppoled  to 

allude  to:  is  fuch  a*  one  as  Origen  made  of  two  lbrt» 

of  Ebionites,  viz.  one  who  believed  the  miraculous 

oonception,  and  the  other  who  diibelievtd  it ;  oc* 

that  ot  Juftin^  viz;  of  thofe  who  would  holdcom^' 

munion  with  the  geatile'chriftiansi  and  tfiofewfas' 

would  not« 
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"  It  tnuft  ftrike  the  learned  fcider/^  yoa  fay, 
:>.  53,  **  that  the  Nazarenca  mentioned  bf  Su 
feron),  in  the  paflage  to  wbicH  I  nont  refer,  of 
bis  annoucions  on  Ifaiab,  nuift  have  been  i  dif- 
ferent people  from  tbofe  0KAiti>oim)f  by  him  with 
fuch  contempt  in  his  epiftle  to  St.-Auftiii^  jkid 
dcfcribed  by  Epiphanius.  The  Nazarenes  here 
mentioned  by  St.  Jerom,  held  the  Scribes  and 
Phariiees  ht  deteftacion,  their  traditions  in  eon:-> 
tempt,  and  the  apoftle  St.  PairT  hi  high  vetiet:i- 
tion.'*  Now  I  fee  no  intimation:  iit  this  paflage; 
there  being  any  other  kinds  of  Ma'zafenes,  Olf 
widi  chri(lians> .  befides  fuch  as  Paul  found  at  Je- 
falcm  in  his  lafl!  journey  thirher,  the  mofe  intcHi- 
n^  of  them  being  hi$  friends,  arfd  ftijoicing  in  thd 
:ccfs  of  his  preaching.  But  even  his  gjxAxtH  efte- 
res  mud  have  admitted;  that  the  knowledge  of 
riftianity  was  extended  by  his  means,  wliich  is  all 
jt  Jerom  fiys  of  the  Naarcncs  irt  this  pbce.  As 
rtie  traditions  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees;  we  Head 
no  Jewilh  chriftians  who  did  not  hold'  them  in 
ntfempt. 

g.  Allowing  both  that  the  HebteWT  hdlroin^  itr 
ipifi^  and*  the  Nazarenes^  were  different  people,  and 
Ml  the  fertuer  wcnr  completely  orthodox",  it  will 
)t  follow  that  there  was  a  church  of  them  at'Je^- 
falcm,  which  is  the  thing  th^t  you  contend  for. 

•*  On  thefc  foundations,'*^  howevfcr,  you  fay,.p:  ^r,; 

whicha  ftronger  arm  than  Dp.  Prieftley*s  (hartl  nor 
taa»  up,  ftbndSrtheeHukth^oforthbdin^ 
3  "  Jewi0i 
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"  JewiOi  chiiftians  at  Jcrufalem,  to  vh'icb'il  ^ 
"  fertots  of  the  catholic  faith  will  not  (ctupt^ 
'•  appeal,  in  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  their  doftrin^  1 
*'  whatever  offcott  the  very  menrioa  of  the  unb>  1 
**  dox  church  at  Jerulakm  may  give  co  the  eoragtid  f 
•*  Hcrcfiarch." 

Alas!    thefe  new  feundatiens,   being,  Gke  ilie^ 
former,  built  upon  the  land,  are  alfb   oHnpkcely 
fwept  away.    1  wil]  add,  that  he  muft  be  a  biJtkr 
jsan  than  he  that  rebuilt  Jericho*  who  fiull  aosmpc 
loreftorethem. 

But  tUs  »  not  the  only  pafl^  in  Jerom  Eo  wluch 
you  appeal.  You  alfo  lay,  p.  j8,  that  **  he  nen- 
*'  tions  Nazarencs  who  held  the  do^ne  of  cot 
**  Lord's  divinity.  For,  byanezpofition  of  llaiah, 
"  viti.  13,  14.  wtuch  St.  Jerom afchbes  to  tbeiDtil 
**  appears  that  they  acknowledged  in  Chrift  the 
"  /li«3a  nVT  [the  Lord  of  Hofts]  of  the  Old  Tcf- 
**  tament!"  For  any  thing  like  a  ihadow  of  a 
proof  of  this  moft  extraordinary  aflertion,  I  a  long 
time  looked  in  vain,  and  thought  the  refeieooe 
muft  have  been  mifprinted  \  but  at  length,  conii- 
dering  what  kind  of  a  reafoncr  I  had  to  do  with,  I 
bel'cvc  I  dilcovered   your  real  ideas  on  the  fub> 

r&. 

The  prophet  fays  (ch.  viii.  13,  14.)  SanBifj  tit 
Lord  of  Hojts  bimfelft  and  let  him  be  jonr  ftMsr^  "^ 
let  bim  it  your  dread',  andbefiiaUhefarafenSnttrys 
httfer  afiom  efjlumbliT^^  mdfor  »  rtck  of  offence. 
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tp  both  the  boufes  of  Ifrael,  for  a  gin  and  for  a  fnarc 
tp  ibi  inbakiianis  of  JerufaUm. 

In  his  commeatary  00  this  paflage,  Jerom  fayit 
•*  the  Nazareritrs  (who  fo  received  Chf ift,  as  not  to 
*'  abandon  the  obfervance  of  the  old  law)  interpret 
'^  thefe  two  houfes  of  Sammai  ai'd  Hillei,  from  which 
^  arde  the  fcribes  and  pharifees,  &c.  and  that  thefe 
•*  were  the  two  boufes  which  did  not  receive  the 
*'  Saviour^  who  was  to  them  for  a  deftriiftion  and 
«  an  offence  *." 

Jerom,  however,  does  not  make  the  inference 
that  you  do,  viz.  that  bccaufe  the  Nazarenes 
diought  that  this  prophecy  referred  to  the  times  of 
Chrift,  and  to  his  rejedion  by  the  fcribes  andphari- 
ftes,  they  believed  Chrift  to  be  the  Lord  of  H(fis^ 
They  only  call  him  tbt  Saviour^  meaning,  prpbably 
a  peribn  fpeaking  and  a£ting  by  authority  from 

*  Djimi  flamns  Ntsuei  {^m  its  Chriftvm  recipiBAt  «t  ob- 
larvationcs  Icgis  .veteris  doq  ^mituot)  doss  familias  interprc- 
tantur  Samai  et  Hillel,  ex  quibus  orti  funt  (cribdc  e(  phari- 
fieiy  qaorum  fufcepit  fcholam  Axibai,  quern  magiftram  Aqai- 
Ic  profeiiti  intumant,  et  pod  eum  Meir;  cui  fucceifit  Johan* 
aent'  fiHus  Zacharci,  <t  poft  eum  filiezer,  et  per  ordiaeoi  Del- 

giooy  et  rurfain  Joiepli  Ga1U2;Q9»  et  ufque  ad  captivitiitejn 
ier,ofakin  Jofue.  Samai  igicor  et  Hillcl,  noa  malto  prius 
qtftm  dOffiinat  nafceretar  orti  funt  \n  Judza*  quorum  prior 
J^ffipmtr  inierpretatur,  lequeas  fr^fh^nm ;  «o  quod  per  cradi- 
tionei  Bt  /f t/Ttpo^tif  foaf ,  \ic%vs  pr^cepca  diflipaverint  atque 
amcrtsKwinr.  Et  has  tfSk  iu^  Jvbms^  qu«  falvatorem  aoa 
receperiat,  qui  fadui  £t  cif  in  ruinam  et  in  fcandalum« 
Opera,  folff^.  p.  32. 

God, 
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God)  who  was  in  reality  rcjefted  by  thole  who* 
jefted  his  meffcnger^  though  a  mere  mm.  As 
Lord  himfelt  fays^  Luke  x.  6.  Hetbai  dejj^jeik^ 
iejpifetb  me  \  and  be  thdt  defpifetb  me^  deffifefb 
tbatjent  me.  On  this  ground  you  might  rank 
the  Nazarenes,  and  all  the  modern  profeflcd  unin- 
rians,  with  believers  in  the  divinity  of  Chrift.  Yoa 
might  even  make  them  believers  in  the  divinity  of 
the  apoftles,  and  that  of  all  the  preachers  of  the 
gofpel.  But  having  no  better  evidence  of  the  or- 
thodoxy of  the  Nazarenes,  you  were  obliged  id 
.  make  the  beft  of  this,  which  will  prove  a  great  deal 
too  much. 

I  wonder,  however,  that  this  mode  of  interpret- 
ing fcripture  docs  not  ftagger  even  yourfclf,  1 
thought  that  the  moft  orthodox  of  the  prefeat  day 
had  believed  that  the  perfon  charaderifed  by  the 
title  of  tbe  Lord  ofHofts  had  been  not  tbe  Son^  ba 
the  Father.  If  the  Lord^  \.  e.  Jebovab^  of  Hep^ 
which  is  no  doubt  fynonymous  to  Jebovaby  abfo- 
lutely  fo  called,  be  tbe  Son^  it  will  be  difficuk  tQ 
find  tbe  Fatber  any  where  in  the  Old  Tcftament. 

Thus  I  have  confidered  all  the  evidence,  pofitive 
or  prcfumptive,  that  you  have  produced  for  the 
exiftence  of  a  church  of  orthodox  Jewifli  chriftiant 
at  Jerufalem  after  the  time  of  Adrian.  I  have  par- 
ticularly confidered  your  five  quotations  from  an- 
cient writers,  and  do  not  find  that  fo  much  as  one 
of  them  is  at  all  to  your  purpofe. 

Thus 
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lus  again  ends  this  church  of  orthddox  Jcwifh 
ians  at  Jerulalem,  planced  by  Mofhcim,  and 
ycd  by  the  too  copious  watering  of  the  Arch- 
of  St.  Albans. 

I  am,  &c. 


LETTER  V. 

Of  the  Miracuhus  Conception. 

ksv.   Sir, 

YOUR  Sermon  on  the  Intarnation  ought  to  be 
confidered  as  making  part  of  our  contro- 
*erfy^  and  indeed  it  might  with  more  propriety 
have  been  entitled  a  Difcourfe  againft  myfelf,  as  you 
have  contrived  to  introduce  into  it  refleflions  on 
every  opinion  that  I  have  at  any  time  advanced^ 
that  you  could  think  would  make  me  appear  in  an 
obnoxious  light.  But  for  this  I  am  not  forry  ;  be- 
caufe  the  more  thole  opinions  are  kept  in  view,  the 
iboner'  will  the  horror  they  at  firft  infpire  go  off*. 
In  time  mankind  will  be  lefs  offended  at  them,  and 
may  come  to  approve  what  they  now  diflike.  As 
to  mere  abufe^  in  which  light  only  thofe  refleAiona 
can  be  confidered  as  they  appear  in  this  Sermon,  I 

D  2  think 
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think  my  time^  and  even  my  inkj  of  too 
value  to  be  thrown  away  in  anfweriog  it. 

As  to  the  miraculous  ccnceptum,  to  which  yo# 
Sermon  chiefly  relates,  I  do  not  pretend  to  make  '^i 
myfelf  a  party  for  or  againft  it,  having  only  endca* ' 
voured  to  Supply  materials  for  forming  a  right 
judgment  in  the  cafe.  But  I  cannot  help  oblov- 
ing  that,  inftead  of  new  ligbt^  you  have  thrown  upon 
it  a  great  mafs  of  additional  darknefs,  and  of  a 
deeper  (hade  than  any  thing  that  has  been  produced 
by  the  chriftian  Fathers^  at  lead  till  long  after  the 
council  qf  Nice. 

\V^ith  refpeft  to  the  importance  of  the  do£trinc 
you  fay,  p.  7,  that,  "  as  an  article  of  the  chi  iftian 
*'  faith,  it  is  evidently  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
*^  diftinftion  between  the  charafter  of  Chrif^,  in  the 
'^  condition  of  a  man,  and  that  of  any   other  pro- 
phet.    Had  the  conception  of  Jefus  been  in  the 
natural  way,  had  he  been  the  fruit  of  Mary's 
marriage  with  her  hufband,  his  intercourfe  with 
*'  the  Deity  could  have  been  of  no  other  kind  than 
^'  the  nature  of  any  other  man  might  have  equally 
**  admitted,"— ^nd  how   it  fliould  differ  (p.  9.) 
y  otherwife    than   in    the    degree    of    frequency 
^'  and  intimacy,  it  will  not  be  ealy  to  explain,  unlels 
**  we  adhere  to  the  faith  tranfmitted  to  us  from  the 
*'  primitive  ages,  and  believe  that  the  eternal  word, 
^'  who  was  in  the'  beginning  with  God,  and  was 
*«  God,  To  joined  to  himfelf  the  holy  thing  which 
**  was  formed  in  Mary's  womb,  that  the  two  na* 
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•*  tures,  from  the  commencement  of  the  virgin's 

•*  conception,  made  one  perfon Jefus,  accord- 

*'  ing  to  the  primitive  doftrine,  was  fo  united  to 
*•  the  ever  living  word,  that  the  very  exiftcnce  of 
*'  the  man  confided  in  this  union." 


€€ 
CC 


It  was,"  you  fay,  p.  11,**  clearly  the  doftrine  of 
holy  writ,  and  nothing  elfe,  which  the  Fathers  af* 
*'  ferted,  in  terms  borrowed  from  the  fchoois  of  phi* 
**  lofophy,  when  they  affirmed,  that  the  very  prin- 
^^  ciple  of  perfonality  and  individual  exiftence  in 
*^  Mary's  fon,  was  union  with  the  uncreated  word* 
"  A  doftrine  in  which  the  miraculous  conception 
•*  would  have  been  implied,  had  the  thing  not  been 
•*  recorded  5  fince  a  man  conceived  in  the  ordinary 
**  way  would  have  derived  the  principles  of  his  ex- 
•*  iftence  from  the  mere  phyfical  powers  of  genera- 
•*  tion.  Union  with  the  divine  nature  could  not 
•'  have  been  the  principle  of  an  exiftence  phyfically 
"  derived  from  Adam ;  and  that  intimate  union  of 
•*  God  and  man  in  the  Redeemer's  perfon,  which 
**  the  fcriptures  fo  clearly  aflcrt,  had  been  a  phyfical 
«*  impoffibility," 

You  add,  p.  13,  "  On  the  other  hand,  it  were 
**jfiot  difficult  to  (hew,  that  the  miraculous  concep- 
**  tion,  once  admitted,  naturally  brings  up  after  it 
«•  the  great  doftrines  of  the  atonement,  and  the  in- 
•*  carnation." 

To  thefe  uncouth  afiertions,  exprefied  in  lan- 
guage utterly  unintelligible,  and  equally  unwarranted 
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by  fcripturc,  or  reafon,  1  Ihall  make  no  particular] 
reply.  He  that  can  receive  them,  let  him  recem 
them,  I  (hall  only  obfcrve,  in  general,  that  if  I 
fliould  profcfs  mylclf  an  opponent  of  the  doAriae 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  I  could  not  wifh  for 
a  fuller  refutation  of  it,  than  your  being  able  to 
prove  that  thcfe  very  abl'urd  doftrines  do,  as  you 
fay,  neceflarily  depend  upon  it.  I!  Ihall  add, 
that  if  Chrift  had  fo  extraordinary  a  communi- 
cation with  God,  in  confequence  of  his  having  no 
father,  what  mult  have  been  the  cafe  with  Adam, 
who  had  neither  father  nor  mother  } 

When  you   (hall  fee  what  I   have  advanced  on 
this  fubjcft,  in  the  fourth  volume  of  my  Hijiory  of 
early  Opinions  concerning  Chiifl^  ycu  wiil  be  better 
qualified  to  write  about  it  than  you  were  at  the  time 
of  compofing  this  Sermon.     This  Hijiory  you  iro- 
nically, p.  12,  call  my  great  work,   printing  it 
twice  in  capitals.     This  work,  which  is  now  before 
the  public,  and  may  be  in  your  hands,  you  are  wel- 
come to  treat  ironically,  or  ferioudy,  as  you  pleafc. 
But  you  will  lead  many  of  your  readers  to  conclude, 
that  I  had  myfcif  called  itdL great  work^  whereas  I  do 
not  recoiled  that  I  have  any  where  called  it  more 
than  a  large  work,  which  does  not  imply   fo  much 
vanity  as,  in  p.  86,  you  afcribe  to  me.     If  that 
work  (hould  ftand  its  ground  againtl  the  fierce  at- 
tacks of  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans,  the  learned 
ProfciTor  of  Arabic  at  Oxford,  the  moie   learned 
Mr.  Howes  of  Norwich,  and  the  other  learned  cr^ 
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thodox  divines,  at  home  and  abroad,  whofeanimad* 
.▼erfions  it  openly  challenges,  it  may  deferve  a  more 
honourable  epichet  than  I  have  yet  given  it.  At 
prefent  it  is  only  a  candidate  for  the  approbation 
of  chofe  who  are  proper  judges  of  its  merit. 


I  am,  &c» 


■  ^1 


LETTER       VI. 

MifceUamous  Articles. 
Rev.    S  I  r^ 

WERE  I  difpofed  to  indulge  myfelf  in  no- 
ticing all  the  ftrange  politions^  and  incon* 
dufive  reafpnings,  with  which  your  Remarks  abound^ 
I  (hould  make  a  much  larger  work  than  I  fear  my 
readers  would  care  to  look  through.  Having,  there- 
fefe,  abundantly  refuted  every  thing  on  which  you 
yourfelf  pretend  to  lay  the  mod  ftrefs  I  fhall  be 
very  (hort  in  my  remarks  on  other  things,  to  which, 
bowever,  you  ftrongly  folicit  my  attention. 
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I. 
As  to  my  conftru&ion  of  th  p^ffi^e  in.  Abam^ 
Jim^  we  are  fuffieienciy  ceaie  to  an  iffijc.  Im 
fully  iau&6«d  with  what  I  have  ackimced  id  iapfM 
of  it,  and  have  nothing  to  add  \  and,  Conttmpm- 
ouOy  as  you  treat  it,  p.  3  2>  1  (hould  not  feel  mylclf 
difpofed  to  diftruft  it  on  that  account,  even  if  I  had 
not  the  concurrence  of  fuch  names-as  Beaufobre  ind 
Pr.  Lardner  in  my  favour,  I  do  not  know  that  yoa 
can  produce  *the  name  of  any  writer  whatever  in  fa- 
vour of  your  inrerpretation. 

IL 

With  rcfped  to  the  pajfagesfrom  Cbryfofiomy  you 
will  find  in  my  larger  work  (if  you  ihould  con- 
dcfcend  to  look  into  fuch  a  quantity  of  unfini/hed  li- 
ierature)  that  your  conftruAion  of  his  mconing  is 
con  trad  ijfted  by  himfclf.     You  yourftlf,  however, 
acknowledge  ail  that  I  want,  when  you  fay,  p.  32, 
**  the  apoftles  firft  taught  what  was  eafieft  to  be 
^*  learned,  and  went  on  to  higher  points,  as  the 
^'  minds  of  their  catechumens  became  able  Co  bear 
"  them.'*     For,  in  reality,  it  mrites  no  difftrence 
from  whatever  mo$ivt  it  was  that  the  apoftles  did 
not  chufe  to  teach  the  dodtrine  of  Chrift's  divtMyi 
or  of  the  trinity.     If  chriftians  were  aoc  itmgbt 
thofe  doArines,  they  could  not  kmw  ithem»  and 
confequently  they  muft  have  been  unitarians,  till 
^ey  were  inftniiaed  in  them  ;  and  this,  as  all  the 
Fathers  fay,  w^  AOt  tiU  (he  j^btication  of  t^  gofpel 
ef  John. 

The 


ARCHDEACON  OF  ST.  ALBANS.  41 

The  learned  and  judicious  Mr.  Bafnage,  though 
a  crinicarian,  very  frankly  acknowledges,  that  Chrift 
found  the  Jews  in  utter  ignorance  of  the  divinity  of 
their  Meffiah,  that  his  objed  was»  ^^  to  accuftom 
**  them  infenfibly  to  a  myftery  fo  much  above  their 
**  reafon,  and  forefecingthat  the  church  would  revolt 
*'  againft  ic"  Chryfoftom,  he  fays,  has  fuccceded 
in  nuincaining  this.  Hift.  des  Juifs.  L.  v.  cap.  ix. 
£3. 

III. 

You  are  pleafcd  to  ridicule  my  LogiCy  p.  139  as 
confounding  teingy  fubftance^  and  fubftratum,  and 
you  find  me  ^*  unapprized  of  that  great  principle, 
*^  without  which  a  logician  will  handle  his  tools  but 
^*  aukw^'dJy,  that  the  genus  cannot  be  predicated 
**  of  the  fpecific  diflfcrences."  I  cannot  tell  whert 
you  learned  this  curious  logic,  with  which  I  ac« 
knowledge  I  am  utterly  unacquainted ;  and  I  ima* 
gine  it  is  equally  unknown  to  connnon  fenfe.  For, 
according  to  it,  fince  men  are  divided  into  fFiitis 
and  BlackSy  ice.  &c.  and  the  Whites  may  be  fubdi*- 
Tided  into  thofe  of  Europe  and  Afia,  &c.  and  the 
Blacks  into  the  Negroes  of  Africa,  and  other  diftinft 
^des  in  other  parts  of  the  world,  it  would  follow* 
tfaac  it  cannot  with  propriety  be  laid  of  any  partun»- 
kr  Whites  or  Blacks,  that  they  are  meny  and  it 
would  be  fiill  lefs  proper  to  fay  that  they  are  ^- 
wmU  or  cnaturesy  and  leaft  of  ail  that  they  are 
hii^y  that  is,  that  they  have  any  exiftence  at  ati« 
However,  it  is  unufu^lly  roodeft  in  you,  to  allow 
that  even  great  men  have  fallen  into  the  fame  error 

with 
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with  myfclf,  *'  in  fuppofing  thzt  iiixj;  is  an  univcr&l- 
^'  genus,  under  which  all  other  genera  rank  as  fpe- 
^^  cies."  I  am  content  to  clals  with  chde  ffm 
men^  greater,  as  you  (ay,  than  myfelf. 

IV. 

I  am  particularly  amufed  with  your  account  of 
the  dijfetuers  in  this  country,  with  whom  it  may  be 
prefumed  that  I  am  better  acquainted  than  you  aie. 
And  yet,  in  coniradiftion  to  what  I  aflertcd,  and 
to  what  I  am  confident  every  diflendng  minify 
ter,  of  any  denomination  whatever,  will  acknow* 
ledge  to  be  true,  you  largely  mainqiin,  p.  63,  that 
**  Calvinifm  is  almofl:  cxtinguilhed  anK>ng  us," 
However,  I  the  lefs  wonder  at  your  ignorance  of 
ancient  feSs  when  you  fo  peremptorily  decide  with 
reipedt  to  modern  onts^  arguing  on  the  mod  falla- 
cious principles,  and  neglefling,  or  defpifing,  the 
fureft  and  the  moft  eafily  acceflible  fources  of  in- 
formation. I  iincerely  wi(h,  that  the  rational  mf- 
/enters  were  more  numerous  than  they  arc  j  but  the 
fmallnefs  of  their  number,  compared  to  that  of 
the  Caiviniftic  diflenters,  is  a  clear  proof  of  the  truth 
of  my  general  maxim,  that  great  bodies  do  not  foon 
change  their  opinions ;  and  that  maxim  affords  the 
ftrongefl:  prefumption  that  the  body  of  chriftians, 
having,  according  to  the  acknowledgeifient  of  all  the 
Fathers,  been  at  Hrft  unitarians,  could  not  foon  be- 
come trinitarians.  Accordingly,  there  arc  thecleareft 
indications  that,  in  fad,  they  continued  to  be  uni* 
tarians  for  feveral  centuries. 

V.  You 
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V. 

You  have  taken  great,  but  unneceflary  pains,  to 
prove  that  the  places  in  which  Mr.  Lindfcy  and 
myfelf  officiate,  are  properly  convertiicles,  p.  72,  be- 
caufe  we  who  preach  in  them  are  not  authorifed  by 
law.  It  is  ^  matter  of  little  confcquencc  by  what 
name  they  are  called,  fince,  even  in  the  worft  and 
moft  obnoxious  fenfe  of  the  term,  as  places  unau- 
tborifed  by  laWy  the  apoftles  generally  preached  in 
conventicles. 

I  ihould  think,  however,  that  if,  by  any  accident, 
an  unauthorifed  diffcnting  minifter,  like  myfelf, 
(hould  preach  in  zfarijb  churchy  it  would  nor,  on 
that  account,  become  a  conventicle,  and  require  re- 
confecraiion.  And  if  nor,  neither  does  the  build- 
ing in  which  I  ofnciate,  being  licenfed  according  to 
Jaw,  and  therefore  in  if/elf  no  conventicle,  become 
one  in  confcquencc  of  my  preaching  in  it. 

VI. 

You  have  a  whole  chapter  on  the  general  fpirit  of 
my  controverftal  writings ^  in  which  you  take  much 
pains  to  exhibit  me  as  a  man  whole  defigns  arc 
hoftile  to  my  country,  and  who  has  no  pretcnfion 
to  the  charaftcr  of  a  good  chrifiiany  or  a  goodfuhjeSt. 
I  rejoice  that  I  am  reproached  on  this  account,  as 
I  am  confcious  that  it  is  unmerited,  and  fhall  only 
obferve,  that  the  fame  things,  and  on  the  very  fame 
grounds,  were  faid  of  Luther,  and  may  be  faid  of 
any  man  who  (ball  endeavour  to  reform  any  thing 

that 


44  LETTERS    TO    THE 

that  he  finds  eftabliflied  in  the  country  in  which 
is  born.  For  it  is  impofllblc  that  any  man  ihonld* 
^ilh  for  a  new  and  better  ftate  of  things|y  withoac 
¥^t(bing  for  an  alteration  of  the  old  and  worie  fiatC} 
aad  if  he  may  on  this  accoanc  be  denominated  a 
enemy  to  the  country  in  which  that  old  and  mrl 
ftate  prevails,  a  phyfician  muft»  on  the  lame  priii- 
cipk,  be  deemed  the  enemy  of  his  patient,  wiiofe 
diibrders  he  wifiies  to  cure,  and  efpeciallj  if,  in  or- 
der to  it,  he  has  recourfe  to  unpleafing  remedies. 

At  the  fame  time  that  you  profefs  the  greaceft 
moderation,  you  cannot  conceal  your  fecret  wiihcs 
for  the  interference  of  feme  aid  from  a  foreign  quar- 
ter. Ycu  fay,  indeed,  p.  82, "  \Vhate?cr  Dr.  Pricftley 
may  afftft  to  think  of  the  intolerance  of  church- 
men in  general,  or  of  the  Archdeacon  of  St. 
Alban's  in  particular,  a  churchman  lives  not  in 
the  prefent  age  fo  weak,  who  would  not,  in  po- 
licy, if  not  in  love,  difcourage,  rather  than  pro- 
mote any  thing  that  might  be  called  a  perfecution 
"  of  the  unitarian  blafphemy,  in  the  pcrfon  of 
**  Dr.  Prieftley,  or  of  any  of  his  admirers.    A 
'^  churchman  lives  not  fo  weak,  as  not  to  know, 
that  perfecution  is  the  hot-bed  in  which  Bonfeofe 
and  impiety  have  ever  thrived."     I  wifh.  Sir,  I 
could  perfuade  myfelf  that  this   was  true.     For 
there  certainly  are  fome  very  weak  churchmen, 
who,  having  lefs  confidence  in  the  force  of  argu- 
ment than  you  have,  may  be  alarmed  too  foon»  and 
cry,  the  church  is  in  danger  j  in  which  cafe  you 
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rould  ycurfclf  think  the  interference  of  civil p^wer 
^cry  proper. 

Confiding,  however,  in  the  good  fcnfc  and  mo- 
Icration  of  my  countrymen  in  general,  though  not 
n  that  of  the  clergy  in  particuUr,  I  (hall  perfift  in 
ufing  that  liberty  which  the  laws  cugbl  to  give  mc. 
Jnitarianifm  has  flourilhed' very  well,  as  you  al- 
low, in  pcrfecution.  Let  the  experiment  be  fairly 
made,  and  we  (hall  fee  whether  it  will  not  fiourifh 
as  well  in  that  ftate  of  perfcrft  freedom,  which  the 
generous  temper  of  the  times  gives  us. 

In  a  fpirit  very  different  from  the  general  profcf- 
(ions  quoted  above,  you  cannot  forbear  to  in(inuate, 
that  my  ddigns  arc  truly  alarming  to  the  ftate, 
and  fay,  p.  82,  *^  If  Dr.  Prieftley  ever  (hould  at- 
'^  tempt  to  execute  the  fmalleft  part  of  what  he 
^*  would  now  be  underftood  to  threaten,  it  may  then 
^'  be  expedient  that  the  magiftrate  fhould  (hew  that 
^*  he  beareth  not  the  fword  in  vain." 

You  fay,  p.  83,  "  Let  us  truft  for  the  prefcnf,  as 
f*  we  fecurely  may,  to  the  trade  of  the  good  town 

*  of  Birmingham,  and  to  the  wife  connivance  of 
^'  the  magiftrate  (who  watches,  no  doubt,  while  he 
'  deems  it  politic  to  wink)  to  nip  Dr.  Prieftley's 

*  goodly  projects   in   the   bud  j   which   nothing 

*  would  be  fo  likely  to  ripen  to  a  dangerous  e(Feft, 
^^  as  conftraint  cxccffively  or  unfcafoiiably  ufed, 

"  Thanks, 
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«<  Thanks»  howeverj  are  due  to  him  from  all  Io?< 
*<  of  iheir  country,  for  the  mifchief  which  he  warns,. 
'*  not  the  inclination  to  do,  if  be  could  find  tlM! 
<<  the  means  of  doing  it.  In  graticude's  eftimatioBi 
**  the  will  is  ever  to  be  taken  for  the  deed.** .  Whafi 
is  rbis  but  faying,  that  it  ^ould  be  wife  and  right 
to  nip  my  projects  even  in  the  bud>  if  there  was 
any  prof^Kft  of  m}'  fucceeding  in  them  ?  And  what 
could  a  Bonner  or  a  Gardener  fay  more  ?  They 
would  never  have  burned  men  alive,  if  it  had  not 
been  to  prevent  what  they  thought  to  be  mfibitf. 
Indeed,  Sir,  you  do  not  know  what  ipirit  you 
are  of. 

Biit  my  projefts  are  more  than  in  the  bud.  I 
am  at  this  very  time  adually  executing  all  that  I 
would  be  underftood  to  threaten,  or  ever  have 
threatened.  I  am  endeavouring,  by  all  the  means 
in  my  power,  to  roufe  the  attention  of  thinking 
men  in  this  country  to  the  corrupt  ftate  of  the  re- 
ligion that  is  cftabliihcJ  in  it,  and  efpecially  to 
convince  them  of  the  mifchicvous  tendency  ot  wor- 
ihipping  Chrift  as  a  God,  when  chriftianity  dif- 
claims  all  knowledge  of  any  other  God  than  one, 
and  that  the  God  and  Father  of  Chrift  \  being  confi- 
dent that  when  this  is  efFcftcd  (and  towards  thiscon- 
fiderable  progrcfs  is  vifibly  making  every  day,  and 
it  has  met  with  no  obflruaion  fincc  the  commence- 
ment of  this  controverfy)  not  only  will  die  prefcr.t 
forms  of  trinitarian  worlhip  be  abolilhed,  but  my 
countrymen  will  then  thank  me,  r.nd  my  friends, 

for 


for  what  wc  may  have  contributed  towards  fo  glo* 
)  rums  i  revelutioti.  Till  this  be  aftuaily  effedcd, 
I  you  will  naturally  call  our  accenipts  rebellious,  in 
the  mean  time,  convince  our  governors,  if  you  can, 
that  the  country  will  fuffer  in  its  wealth,  population, 
power,  &c.  &c.  by  the  people  becoming  unitarians* 

Whatever  you  may  infinuate  to  the  contrary,  the 
real  nature.and  full  extent  ofmyviews(which  I  carry 
on  in  obedience  to  a  greater  power  than  any  in  this 
world)  might  cafily  be  feen  by  yourfelf,  efpecially 
in  my  late  Ohfervattetu  en  freedom  of  inquiry  in 
matters  of  religion.  There  you  mightalfo  have  fccn 
that  the  dreadful  engine,  by  means  of  which  1  hops 
to  accomplilh  my  dangerous  defigns,  \sjreedif- 
cufjion^  or  controvert, — an  obftinate  controvcrfy, 
in  which  much  reft,  but  I  hope  no  lives,  will  be 
loft — much  ink,  but  no  hlood,  will  be  (pilled  ;  and 
in  this  I  confider  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans, 
Mr.  White,  Mr.  Howes,  and  all  my  opponents,  as 
my  coadjutors ;  for  without  fuch  concurrence,  no 
tontroverfy  could  be  carried  on.  But"  the  weapons 
•*  of  our  tt-arfare  "are  not  carnal." 

To  yourfelf.  Sir,  in  particular,  the  world  is  in- 
debted for  whatever  there  may  be  of  value  in  my 
large  Hiftory  of  earfy  opinions  concerning  Cbrift. 
For  without  the  link  thic  you  put  into  the  chaia 
oKcaufes  andeffe&s,  mechanically  operating  in  my 
.  mind,  the  very  idea  of  that  work  would  not,  I  be^ 
iievc,  have  occurred  to  me.   And  I  truft  that  a  fire 
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fiill  more  dcftrufttve  to  error  and  fuperfikigPt  mi, 
confcquently  to  «11  the  ecclefiaftical  JeftaUifluneM 
in  the  world,  which  are  buik  upon  and  piocnotedicinb 
will  be  rai&d  by  the  concurrence  of  your  feafomhlc 
pains  in  blowing  up  the  flame  of  this  comiorafy ; 
which  will  not,  I  truft,  be  extinguifliedj  till  its  end  be ' 
cfiedhially  anfwercd. 

■ 

Left  you  fliould  agdn  relapfe  into  your  crimioil 
indolence  of  ^/li^/^r^fin^ii/i'j,  confider  that  the  great 
danger  on  which  you,  Sir,  firft  founded  the  alarm 
(and  Mr.  White  has  founded  the  horn  of  battle 
ftill  louder)  is  now  more  thrcatemng  than  ever. 
I  hope  that  you  and  your  brethren  will  never 
drop  the  fpirit  which  breathed  in  your  famous 
Charge  to  the  Archdeaconry  of  St.  Albans.  Left  you 
(houid  remit  of  your  ardour,  I  fhall  here  recite  ons 
paragraph  from  it. 


CC 


The  rcftlcfs  fpirit  of  fcepticifm  will  fu^eft  dif- 
*'  ficulties  in  the  fyftem,  and  create  doubts  about 
the  particulars  of  the  chriftian  doftrine:  diffi- 
culties muft  be  removed  and  doubts  muft  be 
^^  facisBed.  But  above  all,  the  fcruples  muft  be 
conipofed  which  the  refinements  of  a  falfe  pbi- 
lofophy,  patronized  as  they  are  in  the  prefent 
;^  age  by  men  no  lefs  amiable  for  the  general  purity 
^'  of  their  manners,  than  diftinguifhed  by  their 
*•  fcicntific  attainments,  will  be  too  apt  to  raife  in 
**  the  minds  of  their  weaker  brethren.    And  this 
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*^  is  the  fervice  to  which  they,  whom  the  indulgence 
**  of  providence  hath  releafed  from  the  more  labo- 
'*  rious  office  of  the  pricfthood^  itand  peculiarly  en-* 
<*  gaged.  To  them  their  more  occupied  brethren 
^^  have  a  right  to  look  up  in  thefe  emergencies>  for 
'*  fupport  and  fuccour  in  the  common  caufe.  It  is 
*•  for  them  to  ftand  forth  the  champions  of  the  com-* 
**  mon  faith,  and  the  advocates  of  their  order.  It 
*^  is  for  them  to  wipe  off  the  afperfion  injurioufly 
'^  caft  upon  the  fons  of  the  eftabiifhment,  as  uniit- 
**  formed  in  the  true  grounds  of  the  dodrine  which 
*•  they  teachy  or  infincere  in  the  belief  of  it.  To 
'*  this  duty  they  are  indifpenfably  obliged  by  their 
'*  providential  exemption  from  work  of  a  harder 
*^  kind.  It  is  the  proper  bufmefs  of  the  ftation 
^  which  is  allotted  them  in  Chrift's  houfhold.  And 
^  deep  will  be  their  Ihame,  and  infupportable  their 
'*  punilhment,  if,  in  the  great  day  of  reckonings 
^*  it  fhould  appear  that  they  have  received  thcL 
^*  wages  of  a  fervice  which  hath  never  been  per* 
«  formed." 

l£f  Sir,  you  read  the  above  as  ofteil  as  you  ought 
to  do^  you  will  never,  in  this  very  critical  fituation, 
when  the  enemy  is  at  every  gate,  and  fcaling  every 
nmpart  of  your  old  and  ruinous  fortrcfs,  indulge 
youifeif  inyour/i//  couch  of  preferment,  but,  together 
vi^h  your  brethren,  exert  yourfelf />r^  arts  etjocis. 

VII- 
You  fay,  p.  78,  that,  •*  as  you  confider  this  cbn- 
•?  troverfy  as  rcfembling  a  ftate  of  war;  in-which  too' 
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t^  quarter  isl  to  be  giTea^jor  accqHed,  yoo  diUi; 

t\  yourftlf  At*  liberty  caftrikcat^oartnemjr'irit^ 
'^  itmoric^  ia  whatever  qurnrryou  may  peiceifeaa' 
^<  opening/-  Thia  fell  language  may  weU  make  aoe 
ipiud^er  at^my  Gtuation»  efpecially  a%  in  mj  l0gi 
fM^%  at  tbis  very  time.prDbaUy  in  your  crael  aad 
ccmcvfbleft ,  hands  .cbene  mift  ibe  many  .opcnng^ 
^d  jour  vIglhuMP  in  diio^vmiig  them  cannot  te 
^bted.  ^  I  tnift^  jioiveyer,  tbat  Uiougb.ymnir 
itM.iM)^^  places^  yiOM  ffUl  nqt bctiabk lo 
raicb  any  yjg(l  p^  Out  of  ejg|itocQ  hpwMlft^ 
feftoces^  i  jKT^  gMy  cpmpouod  foe  ag^wcp  beiag 
fouitddefedive,  wheot  of  no  mo(e  cbaajlijtf  i«  iln» 
performance  of  yours,  not  one  proves  to  be  to  your 
jiurpofcj 

'As  you  have  appri2xd  me  of  your  rdoluuoo  to 
iftrike'at  me  without  remorfc>  wherever  you  can 
find  an  opening,  I  may  prefume  that  the  parts  at 
which  you  have  aimed  your  rmorfelefs  ihws^  are 
alt  that  you  thought  vulnerable.  But,  ISk^  you  are 
not  fkilful  in  the  art  of  tormenting,  and,  like  the 
Indian  warripr,  I  will  teach  you  bow  you  mig^t 
wound  mc  much  more  deeply. 

••  • 

Your  chief  wifli  is  evideiftly  to  veprefenft  roe  as  an 
^my  to  the  civil  and  ccdefiaftical  conftituticMi  of 
this  country.  Now  had  you  been  better  rfdd$  in  my 
writings  (but  they  are  happily  too  voluminous  for 
you  to  look  through)  you  t|right  have  found  paflages 
rooTQ  tpr.your  purpofe  than  any  that  you  bive  Je- 
le^(;d<c .  Xw  have  gpoe  bsiqk  a»  fiyif  m^dirycaf^ 
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but  you  have  overlooked  the  Sermon  which 
:hrd  on  refigning  my  paftoral  office  at  Leeds» 
73,  one  paragraph  from  which  I  (hall  infcrt 
ur  ufe  on  another  occafion. 

\\\  who  are  interefted  in  the  fupport  of  thefe 
chriftian  eftabli  (hments,  which  ufiirp  an  undue 
lority  over  the  confciences  of  men,  and  whole 
ich  and  power  are  advanced  by  them,  are  at 

very  time  in  a  date  of  general  confternation, 
h  ac  home  and  abroad  ;  feeing  their  principled 

maxims  univerfally  decried,  and  their  unjuft 
ms  aflailed  from  a  great  variety  of  quarters, 
hat  tbiir  kingi$m  is  now  full  of  darknefs^  and 
^  are  gnawing  their  tongues  for  pain^  but  with- 

repenting  of  their  deeds.'*     Rev.  xvi.    iO| 

tCi  &c. 

VIII. 

ybu  talk,  p.  15,  of '^  culling  the  flowers  of 

compofition,*'  I  (hall,  in  return,  prefent  you 

fome  of  your  own.    If  they  pleafe  fo  much 

feparate,  what  muft  be  their  bonif  and  fra- 

t  when  united  ? 

[nfufficient  antagoniil,  p.  i ;  confident  igno* 
ce,  fiery  refentment,  violent  invedHve,  and 
cenefs  of  wrath,  p.  2-,  incompetency  in  the 
fjeft,  fraudulent  trick,  meant  to  be  put  upon 
public,  but  not  on  Dr.  Horfley,  p.  9  -,  un(i« 
bed  erudition,  (hallow  criticifm,  weak  argu- 
DCi  unjuftifiable  art  to  cover  the  weaknefs,  and 
kply  the  want  of  argument^  p.  13;  the  vain  in- 

E  2  ^'  dignant 
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fpeaking  of  you.  I  have,  indeed,  ciAfd'  fOf j 
fdjifier  ^fhifiery^  becaufe  you  ha?e  addcd^  fad' 
you-  now  acknowledge)  knm  (hac  yea  addi^.n; 
founts  of  ancient  hiftoriaoit  fiu|  tbm  yov- 
believed  that  the  tranfaftions  paflcd  as  yon 
them,  and  chat  the  particulars  which  you  mUU 
been  mmttti  by  the  early  writers.  Tlus  is  fu  flM 
oi^wilftU  lie.  After  what  I  had  writivn  on  thik 
fubjefty  in  my  eighteenth  letter  to  joa,  t  in  ii^ 
prifed  that  you  Ihould  write  as  you  do  now,  Hov 
different  muft  be  yoiur  feelings  from  mine. ' 

.    The  €oncU{/ion  of  your  remarks,  which  is  fo  liltk 

of  4  piece  with  the  body  of  the  work,  that  it  puts 
me  in  mind  of  the  introduftion  to  Horace's  art  of 
Poetry*,  is  fomeching  extraordinary,  and  indeed, 
ihocking.  After  afcribing  to  me  the  worft  defigosi 
and  the  word;  paffions,  that  can  occupy  the  head  or 
heart  of  man,  and  for  once  intimating  the  poflibility 
of  fomcthing  wrong  lurking  unperceived  in  your 
own  bofom^  fpeaking  of  the  awful  (blemnides  of 
the  laft  day,  you  exprcfs  a  defire  that  **  whatever  of 
*^  intemperate  wrath,  and  carnal  anger,  has  mixed 
^*  itfelf  on  either  fide  with  the  zeal  with  which  we 
*^  have  purfued  our  fierce  contention,  may  then  be 
•*  forgiven  to  us  both  •,  a  prayer,'*  you  fay,  *•  which 
^'  you  breathe  from  the  bottom  of  your  ibul,'*  and 

^  Homaao  capiti  cervicem  piflor  eqainam 
JuDgere  fi  vclit,  ct  variat  inducer?  plumMt 
Undique  collatis  roembris,  ut  torpiier  atrum 
Definat  id  pircem  mulier  formbfa  fuperiie  i 
^fc^atum  admiffi  rifum  tcne^us,  ainipi  ? 

to 
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^Jn  jwliich  you  add,  that  if  /  have  any  part  in  the     , 
'Tpiric  9f  a  cfiriftian,  I  fhall,  on  my  bended  kncci, 
lay^  Amen. 

Which  of  us  has  been  actuated  by  the  bad  fptrit' 
which  you  defcribc,  our  readers  will  infer,  riot  from 
jthe.  declarations  of  either  of  us,  but  from  our  ge-^ 
-  incral  temper,  conduct,  and  manner  of  writing.    If 
/I/be  the  man  you  defcrlbe,  I  can  have  no  hq^of 
forgivenefs  at  thQ  awful  period  to  which  you  Ji^fer^ 
'■  iiinlefs  I  repent  and  reform  now.   If,  contrary  to  the 
I  folemn  declaration  of  your  perfcft  innocence,  quoted  • 
.'above,  you  had,  when  you  wrote  this .eos^uJleHt  t 
■  lareni  Tufpicion  chat  all  had  not  been  right  on  your 
>  flde,  you  cenainly.  Sir,  ought  to  have  paufed,  l^ye 
:  carcfiiliy  tcvifcd  what  you  had  written;  and'.JlaVe 
'  expunged  what  you  could  not  approve.     B(i*ift^ 
-  of  more  chriftianity  than  you  will  allow  to  ri(<^veu.  / 
ought  to  teach  me,  by  yourncaftiplc,  what  it  Jswiat'^ 
our  religion  requires  in  thcfe'  cdfes,  and  not  giW  any 
occafion  to  an  unauthorifea  teacher  in  a  conycuticle, 
to  inftruft  an  Archdeacon  of  the  church  of  England 
in  one  of  the  firil  lelTons  in  the  chriftian  fclKwl. 


■I 


lam.  Rev.  Sir,  // 

Your  very  bumble  Servant,      '  // 
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Remarks  Qn  Mr.  Howes^s  Ninth  Numb^  ofOhfir^^ 
vatiotis  on  Books  ancient  and  modern. 

IN  Mr.  Howes  I  have  amqcl)  more  refpeftablc, 
and  a  fomcrwhat  more  temperate  antjigonift 
than  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Albans;  but  I  am 
forry  to  find,  that  he  has  employed  his  ingenuity 
yid  learning  (or,  to  ufe  a  favourite  phrafc  of  his 
Ijis  own,  his  taknt  of  difputation)  where  neither  of 
(hem  can  poflit)ly  avail  him ;  the  former  in  ex- 
culpating himfclf  from  the  charge  of  reprefcnting 
me  as  an  unbeliever,  ancj  the  latter,  in  attempt- 
ing to  prove  that  the  body  of  the  Jews  cxpcftd 
9  God  in  their  Mcfilah. 

I  do  not  reft  my  accufation  on  the  conftrudion 
of  particular  words  and  phfafes,  though  that 
Y^ould  abundantly  juftify  ic.  Let  any  man  of 
common  fenfe  read  his  Difcpqrfe,  and  then  fay, 
whether  one  great  objeft  of  it  was  not  to  reprefent 
pie  a$  one  of  that  clafs  of  perfon^,  who  having 
formerly  bpen  profeffed  unbelievers  in  chriftiani- 
ty,  on  finding  that  ground  untenable,  now  only 
fretend  to  believe  it,  calling  themfelycs  rational 
fbrijiians,  when  in  reality  they  are  no  chriftians  at 
all.  lie  has  no  occaCon  to  have  recourfe  to  hi$ 
Piftionary  for  the  meaping  of  the  word  fretend, 
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Does  any  man  ever  content  himfelf  with  faying 
of  anoclier,  that  he  fntends  to  a  particular  charac-^ 
ter^  if  he  really  thinks  that  he  has  a  jilft  claim  ta 
it  ?  I  fay  of  Mr.  Gibbon,  that  he  pretends  to  be  a 
believer  in  chrifHanity ;  but  then  I  mean  what,  if  I 
life  that  language  at  all,  I  ought  to  mean,  viz. 
that  he  only  fretends  to  believe  it,  while  he  is  art- 
fully endeavouring  to  fap  the  very  foundations  of 
it.  The  fame  is  the  natural  inference  from  all 
that  Mr.  Howes  had  faid  with  refpeft  to  me.       ' 

If  Mr.  Howes  really  thinks  me  to  be  a  believer 
in  chriftianity,  as  he  now  fays,  it  would  much  bet- 
ter have  become  him,  ingenuoufly  to  acknow- 
ledge his  fault,  and  to  a(k  pardon  for  it.  At  pre- 
fent  his  apology  only  aggravates  his  offence. 
However,  it  affcfts  himfelf  only,  and  not  me. 
We  have  one  common  matter  and  judge,  who 
knows  both  what  he  really  intended  by  his  ac« 
count  of  me,  and  what  I  am »  and  by  his  fent- 
ence,  and  not  by  that  of  Mr.  Howes,  I  (hall 
Itand  or  fall. 

As  to  Mr.  Howes's  attempt,  in  this  publication, 
to  prove  that  the  body  of  the  Jewilh  nation  really 
believed  in  the  pre  exittence  and  divinity  of  their 
Mefliah,  it  mutt  appear  perfcAIy  futile  to  any 
perfon  who  ihall  read  what  they  will  find,  on  that 
fubjed  in  my  Hiftory  of  iorly  opinions  concermng 
Cbrift.  He  will  there  find  that  even  the  cbriftian 
Fathersi  eager  as  they  were  to  prefa  the  Jewijb 
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fcriptUres  into  the  fervice  of  the  dodrine  of  d 
trinity,  did  not  pretend  to  have  the  body  of  the 
Jftoi/b  nation  on  their  fide.  And  would  not  they 
have  been  as  glad  as  Mr.  Howes  now  appears  to 
be,  to  have  found  that  belief  among  them  ?  What 
fome  particular  Jewilh  cabbalills  (whofe  writings 
are  remarkable  for  their  asnigmatical  obfcuricy) 
may  have  faid,  in  a  later  period,  is  nothing  to 
the  purpofe.  To  prove  the  eafy  reception  of  the 
doftrincof  the  divinity  of  Chrift  in  the  primitive 
times,  Mr.  Howes  mull  find  the  doftrine  of  the 
divinity  of  the  MeQiah  to  have  been  the  general 
belief  of  the  Jewifh  nation  in  the  age  of  the  apof- 
tles.  The  opinion  of  fuch  a  Platonift  as  Philo,  if 
we  could  be  fure  of  it,  can  never  pafs  for  that  of 
the  Jcwilh  nation  in  general,  who  certainly  were 
hotPlatonifts.  Jofephus  is  at  leaft  as  good  an  au- 
thority as  Philo ;  but  is  it  probable  that  the  Jewifh 
nation,  or  the  Pharifces  in  general,  were  believers 
in  the  doftrine  of  the  tranfmigraiion  of  fouls, 
though  this  writer  fays  they  were  ?  Jofephus 
himfelf,  and  a  few  others,  might  believe  that 
doftrine  ;  and,  from  a  natural  bias  to  add  to  the 
refpedlability  of  our  own  party,  he  might  give  that 
reprefentation  of  the  faith  of  his  feit  in  general. 
But  Philo  does  not  fay  that  the  Jews  in  general  in- 
terpreted the  fcriptures  as  he  did. 

In  my  Hiftory  Mr.  Howes  will  find  the  moft 
exprefs  teftimony,  that  the  Jews,  in  every  age, 
from  our  Saviour's  time  to  the  prefent,  were  be- 
lievers in  the  Ample  humanity  of  their  Mefliah. 

The 
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The  learned  of  chat  nation  have  always  laoghed  at 
the  pretence  of  orthodox  chriftians  to  prove  chat 
their  anceftors  ever  believed  any  thing  elfe.  Let 
Mr.  Howes  get  acquainted  with  any  learned  Jews 
in  this  country,  and  they  will  grve  him  the  fatif- 
faAion  they  have  given  me  on  this  fubjeft.  And 
is  it  not  more  likely  that  they  fhould  know  the 
real  fentiments  of  their  countrymen,  and  of  their 
own  writers, with  which  they  are  continually  conver- 
fant,  than  we  can  pretend  to  be  ?  They  give  me 
the  (Irongeft  aflurances  that  the  belief  of  their 
Mefliah  being  a  God,  or  that  he  pre-exifl:ed,  nei« 
ther  is  now,  nor  ever  was,  the  faith  of  any  of  their 
countrymen.  On  the  contrary,  they  hold  thefq 
dodlrines  in  the  greatefl:  abhorrence.  Since  this 
was  indifpucably  the  cafe,  both  in  the  time  of  the 
chriftian  Fathers  and  at  prefenr,  let  Mr.  Howes 
Ihew  in  which  of  the  middle  ages  that  doftrinc 
was  firfl:  introduced,  how  far  it  fpread,  and  when 
it  was  deferted  by  them.  Let  him  firft  anfwer 
what  the  learned  Bafnage,  who  was  a  trinitariani 
has  written  on  the  fubje6t,  and  then  I  will  confi* 
der  his  arguments. 

I  am  indeed  aftonifhed  that  neither  Dr.  Horf- 
ley,  nor  Mr.  Howes,  (hould  fo  much  as  mention 
the  name  of  Bafnage  in  treating  of  this  fubjeft, 
which  he  has  fo  learnedly  and  fo  ably  difcufTed. 
and  who  has  fo  particularly  cofifidered  what 
Cudwortby  AlliXy  and  Bull  had  at^nced  upon  it. 
The  charafterofMr.  Bafnagci^*' in  Morcri's  Dic- 
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tionarv^  by  Lc  CIcrc,  is  as  follows :  *^  Monficur 
**  Bainagc  etoic  vrai  jufques  dans  ies  plus  pecites  .1 
^^  choies.  Sacandcur^fa  francbife^  fa.  bonne  foi» 
'^  ne  paroifTcnc  pas  njoms  dat.s  fes  ouvrages,  que 
*  la  profondeur  dc  fon  crudicion."  \\  hac  will  fo- 
rcigj*er^<ay  of  Englilhmcn  ftill  icrtailing  the  ftalc 
arguments  orthc  chrcc  writers  above  mentioned, 
without  any  notice  of  what  has  been  replied  to 
them  by  fu.  h  a  man  as  this  ?  Notwithflanding 
the  acknowledged  excellence  of  his  charaAer, 
there  will  be  nothing  extraordinary  in  Dr.  Horf- 
lcy*s  reprefcnting  him  as  a  wilful  liar.  If  any 
chararier  could  have  been  a  Iccurity  againft  I'uch 
grofs  infult,  it  would  have  been  that  of  Ongcn. 

I  am  not  much  acquainted  with  the  Jewilh  cab- 
balifts,  except  through  the  medium  of  Bafnagc 
and  others,  and  therefore  will  not  anfwcr  for  the 
meaning  of  the  writer  Mr.  Howes  quotes,  though 
it  is  of  no  fignification  what  his  meaning  was  ;  but 
of  Philo  I  have  fome  knowledge  j  and  his  mean- 
ing, I  am  confident,  Mr  Howes  has  moft  grofsly 
miftaken.  Referring  to  that  paflage  in  Philo, 
which  will  be  found  in  my  Hiftory,  vol.  2.  p.  8, 
he  fays,  p.  46,  that  '^  the  chief,  or  moft  ancient 
*'  logos  (as  Philo  expreffes  himfclf)  is  likewift 
"  fometimcs  mentioned  by  him  as  being  actually 
"  refident\vi  the  high  piicft  of  the  Jews,  and  even  as 
'^  being  the  very  fame  perfon  with  the  high  prleft, 
"  as  if  they  were  blended  into  a  compound  indi- 
^'viduali  ia  cpnfequencc  of  which  the  high 
^  ''  prieft 
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*'  prieft  is  there  fpoken  oG  and  declared  to  be  no 
longer  a  mtf«,— -—and  of  this  divine  logos  he 
fays  alfo,  that  he  dwells  in  God.  He  goes  on 
^'  to  defcribe  this  divine  Iogos>  thus  united  to  the 
^^  high  prieft,  as  having  had  God  for  his  father, 
and  as  being  anointed  with  oil  at  his  genera- 
tion, or  firft  government.  Since  then,  p.  49, 
Philo  here  ranked  the  high  prieft  as  being  the 
^'  the  fame  with  the  divine  logos,  and  in  another 
place  calls  the  divine  logos  a  high  prieft,  and 
conceives  them  capable  of  forming  a  compound 
*^  individual,  it  is  plain  that  the  popular  theology 
had  no  objedlion  to  a  (imilar  compound,  form* 
ed  out  of  the  divine  logos  and  a  human  Mef- 
*'  fiah,  defcended  from  David ;  which  union  they 
*^  would  naturally  fignify  under  the  idea  of  the 
*^  latter  being  anointed  Cbrifi^  who  would  confe- 
*^  quently  be  then  no  longer  cooQdered  as  mere 

Now,  nothing  can  be  more  evident,  even  to  a  no 
very  fagacious  reader,  than  that  Philo,  in  this  paf* 
fage,  is  merely  indulging  himfelf  in  one  of  his  ex* 
travagant  allegorical  interpretations  of  icripture; 
fuppofmg  that  what  Mofes  fays  concerning  the  high 
pirieft  was  not  to  be  underftood  of  any  man^  but  of 
xht  Platonic  divine  logos.  This  writer  abounds  in 
fuch  ridiculous  interpretations  of  fcripture,  and  in 
them  he  was  too  readily  followed  by  the  chriftian 
Fathers.  But  Mr.  Howes's  interpretation  of  Philo 
is  more  extraordinary  than  Pbilo*s  interpretation 
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qf  Mcfet;    Befidet,  ran  thitikihc  divine  tajgot 

Improper  byp$^MHcd  «iwir  vich-  the  Jewifli 

pricGk  (probdbly  every.  Je*ifli  high  piieft)  md  wW 

Jefas  the  fon  of  *Marj  ?  jWImc  a  ftnuige  lyfledr 

vitt:thU«iRkcr 

•        •    •  • 

*^Mr«  Howes's  ooaftni&ion  of  the  ptflkg^  wbidi 

itebas  quoted  from  TerniUian^  p«  13,  it  no  left  wide 
^.fhis  purpofe.  .Bat  I  £ball  not  enlarge.opon  dm 
Ijppk  till  1  fee  how  Mr.  Howes  will  acqou  hinifetf 
w^.ie45^  ^  ^'^^  ^^  ^  .^og3ged;to  do. 


.  k« 


.  itwcf  maa  cao  read:  die  evidepoctbae  I  have  prt^ 
duoed  in  my  Hiftory^  in  favour  of  unitarianifflt 
having  been   the  original  faith  of  the  chriftian 
cbisrcli^.  the  aek^ciwledgmenti  of  the  onhodox  fa^ 
thert^ithac  this  doflrine  was  ib  prevalent  annng 
|)oth  the  Jews  «id  gentiles^^  that  k .  ceqmred  the 
greateft  caution  in  the  apoftles  to  teach  them  any 
more  fublime  doftrine,  that  the  doftrines  of  the 
divinity    and   prefexideace    of  Chrtft   were  not 
Aeght  with  clearnefs  and  efie£t,  except  by  John 
at  the  time  of  the  publication  of  his  Gofjpel^  after 
that  of  the  three  others ;  that  the  common  people, 
who  were  unitarians,  were  extremely  (hocked  at 
the  firft.propofal  of  the  dodrine  of  the  trinity  in 
a  later  period  \  though,  af]ter  this,  the  trinitarians 
ctpreffed  great  contempt  and  diflikeof  the  unitarian 
do6rinc*i  &c  &c.  &c  and  yet  maintain  that  there 

■ 

^TMl  the  unitarlsnt  mtittmifirft  confiderfd  atM  kirWtu 
ai|d  mfivmnm-dt  as  her cda,  Mr.  Howes  reprc(cots»  p.  nii.  as 
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^ere  no  proper  uhitariatrs  in  the  apoftolic  agi,  and 
that  which  imnnetitacely  followed  it,  I  lliall  think 
liim  capable  of  undertaking  to  prove  that  thit 
country  was  not  inhabited  by  Britons  before  the 
arrival  of  the  Romans ;  but  that  the  Romans  them- 
fclvcs  were  the  Aborigines  of  the  country. 

We  arc  promifcd,  however,  abundant  evidence  of 
thts  (ingular  pofuion ;  and  as  Mr.  Howes  main* 
tains,  that  thofe  whom  I  have  called  unitarians  m 
that  age  differed  from  the  orthodox  in  nothing 
more  than  in  fuppofing  that  the  union  of  the  di- 
vine and  human  nature  in  Chrift  commenced  fo 
late  as  his  baptifm,  and  not  fo  early  as  at  his  con* 
ception,  I  take  it  for  granted  that  we  (hall  find  this 
mighty  difference  of  opinion  diftinftly  marked  by 
many  of  the  ancient  writers,  and  rcafons  given  why 
this  difference  with  rcfj^eft  to  a  Jate  only,  was  con- 
fidcred  as  of  fo  much  co.nlVquencc.  For  that  the  dif- 
ference was  tbougbi  to  be  confiderable,  and  cfpc- 
cially  that  the  orthodox  doftrine  was  thought  to  be 
much  more  dificuh  and  fublime  than  the  other,  is 
too  evident  to  be  denied.  Now  I  (hould  thint 
that  it  was  quite  as  difficult  to  conceive  cf  this 
hypodatical  union  taking  place  in  a  man  full 
grown,  as  in  an  cmbrio  in  the  womb.  But  Mr. 
Howes  will  certainly  finA  fometbing  to  fay  in  fup- 

<<  an  inconfiftency  above  his  compreheniioo/'  How  he  can 
imagine  this  is  above  my  compreheofion.  But  we  (hall,  pro- 
bably>  have(kffici«Qt  opporiunit)*  of  expljd&ing  ourfelves. 
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port  of  fo  fingular  and  favourite  an  hypotheCs,  H  '^ 
that  which  he  has  adopted;  and  I  am  willing  to 
wait  his  time. 


.« • 


In  ihe  ^lean  time  it  is  a  particular  fatisfa^Hon  to 
me  that  this  difcufiion  is  at  length  unciertakcn  by 
Mr.  ^pwes,  who  is  unquedlonably  a  fcholar,  and 
vvho  is  at  the  fame  time  fo  expeditious  in  his  mo- 
tions ;  as  we  fhall  now  fee  all  that  can  be  produced 
againft  my  argument,  and  the  learned  will  not  long 
be  in  fufpenfe  with  ref^ed  to  it.  And  then  I  hope 
it  will  appear  that  Mr.  Howes  is  greatly  miftaken 
in  his  alTertion,  that  no  good  ever  arofe  from  con* 
trovcrfy.  But  if  thi.t  was  his  ferious  opinion,  how 
can  he  juftify  himfclf  in  engaging  in  sbis  contro- 
verfy,  in  which  he  is  entirely  a  volunteer,  and  how 
comes  it  that  every  thing  that  he  has  written  is  con- 
troverfial  ?  Both  his  Obfervations  en  Bcoksy  and  his 
Sermon,  are  altogether  fuch.  Much  as  1  have 
written  in  controverfy,  from  thefuUcft  conviftion 
of  the  utility  of  it  (which  at  leaft  juflifies  me  to 
myfclf )  the  far  greater  part  of  my  publications  are 
of  a  different  nature. 


THE      E  N  iy* 


*■;* 


r>i 


THB  NEW  VORK  PUBLIC  UBRARY 

RBFeaBNCE  DBfARTMENT 

This  book  is 
Isk 

ea  from  the  BuildiuK 

1 

